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8.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

This chapter updates the information presented in Chapter 8 of the DEIS regarding the public 
participation and agency coordination that has occurred as part of the project.   The 
comprehensive public participation and agency coordination process initiated by the Michigan 
Department of Transportation (MDOT) at the beginning of the project in December 1994, as 
described in Chapter 8 of the DEIS, continued through the development of this FEIS.   

In addition to describing the public and agency coordination that has occurred since publication 
of the DEIS, this chapter provides individual responses to the governmental agency comments 
received on the DEIS.  A general summary of all comments received on the DEIS is also 
presented in this chapter, with responses to major areas of concern.   

8.1 Public Participation 

In addition to the newsletters noted in Section 8.1 of the DEIS, a project newsletter was 
published in October 2003, summarizing the project’s historical highlights and announcing the 
Recommended Alternative and upcoming project events.  

The use of informational meetings, surveys, meeting notices, the Web site, the local telephone 
number, and flyers, as noted in the DEIS, continued through preparation of this FEIS.   

8.1.1 Citizens Advisory Committee 

As noted in the DEIS, the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) was established early in project 
development and was composed of representatives from special interest groups, block clubs, 
community organizations, school district administration, business and institutional groups.  The 
CAC reviewed proposed alternatives and their input was used in defining and evaluating the 
alternatives considered in preparation of the DEIS.   No current activity since the DEIS. 

8.1.2 Public Information Meetings 

In addition to the eight public information meetings noted in the DEIS, four additional meetings 
(listed in Table 8-1) were held following publication of the DEIS.  

Table 8-1: Public Information Meetings (after 2001) 

Date Location 
3/5/2001 Museum of African American History 
3/6/2001 Wayne County Community College 
10/ 21 /2003 Museum of African American History 
10/ 22 /2003 Wayne County Community College 

The March 2001 meetings were the official public hearings held after publication of the DEIS.  
Oral testimony from these hearings was recorded, and the general public and agencies were 
invited to comment on the DEIS in the comment period that followed.  The issues raised at these 
meetings and in the comment period and responses are summarized in FEIS Section 8.3.   

The October 2003 public information meetings were held as open-house style format.  
Approximately 15,000 postcards were mailed advertising the event.  More than 100 people 
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attended the two information meetings.  The purpose of these meetings was to describe the 
project, the process, the schedule, and to show how the project addressed the comments received 
from the public, the Detroit City Council, the city of Detroit administration, and other agencies to 
provide a Recommended Alternative.  Participants were invited to comment on the 
Recommended Alternative, as well as request a special meeting with the MDOT study team to 
discuss the project with any interested groups or stakeholders.  Information was also available 
about the upcoming December 2003 historical workshop and February 2004 Context Sensitive 
Solutions workshops and a sign up list to attend was also provided. 

8.1.3 Neighborhood and Organization Meetings 

The DEIS noted that approximately 100 meetings were held with requesting groups, including: 
local institutions, business associations, neighborhood councils, churches, and other local 
organizations.  This outreach effort to local groups was continued following publication of the 
DEIS.  The key issues raised at these meetings included design features of the Recommended 
Alternative, project timeline, funding, property displacements, noise abatement, freeway 
aesthetics, construction phasing and access during construction, among others.  Appendix I 
updates the list of representative meetings contained in the DEIS. 

8.1.4 Citizens Impact Survey 

As stated in the DEIS, a telephone survey of 450 residents was conducted in September 1995 to 
assess the awareness, usage, impact, and concerns of local residents and businesses.  The survey 
also collected demographic information and information regarding public reaction.  The project 
area has had no significant land use changes since 1995, so the results of the Citizens Impact 
Survey is still valid for the area. 

8.1.5 Focus Group Studies 

As noted in the DEIS, two project area focus group studies were conducted in August 1995 to 
identify critical issues and design quantitative research data-collection instruments for the 
project.  One group consisted of 16 adult residents who lived within one mile of the I-94 Project 
Area, and the other consisted of seven small business owners.  No new focus group studies were 
held since the DEIS, but meetings upon request with residents and community groups, as well as 
public agencies were held to provide and obtain feedback on the development of the 
Recommended Alternative. 

8.1.6 Continuing Public Involvement  

The DEIS described a project-related Web site that was developed to respond to public 
comment.  The 24-hour-a-day accessible Web site (http://www.michigan.gov/mdot under 
Projects and Programs) contained the DEIS, projects maps, frequently asked questions and 
answers, a project schedule, and the opportunity to e-mail comments regarding the project.  After 
the official DEIS comment period, the Web site was updated to reflect project progress related to 
selection of the Recommended Alternative and preparation of this FEIS.  The FEIS, DEIS, other 
project information, and opportunity to e-mail comments will continue to be available on the 
project Web site through completion of the Record of Decision (ROD). 
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As stated in the DEIS, following the publication and distribution of the DEIS, two public 
hearings were held at different locations and times within the corridor to receive comments on 
the document.  Refer to FEIS Section 8.1.2 for the locations of these meetings and FEIS Section 
8.3 for a summary of comments received on the DEIS.   

8.2 Agency Coordination 

The DEIS stated that, in January 1995, coordination letters describing the project were sent to 
interested agencies.  Coordination with these agencies was continued through preparation of this 
FEIS.  This FEIS will be distributed for review and comment to the agencies listed in Chapter 9. 

8.2.1 Interagency Coordination Committee 

As described in the DEIS, the Interagency Coordination Committee (ICC) was established as a 
steering committee for the I-94 project and included representatives from the MDOT, city of 
Detroit, Southeastern Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG), FHWA, Wayne County, 
the Detroit Department of Transportation (DDOT), the Suburban Mobility Authority for 
Regional Transportation (SMART), and Macomb County.  Four additional ICC meetings were 
held following the publication of the DEIS.  The ICC helped refine the Recommended 
Alternative presented in this FEIS. 

8.2.2 Agency and Local Government Meetings  

As noted in the DEIS, numerous meetings were conducted since December 1994 with public 
officials and agency representatives to discuss project issues relevant to specific areas of interest 
and jurisdiction.  Meetings included representatives from federal, state, and local agencies.  
Collaboration with public official and agency representatives was an integral part of the selection 
of the Recommended Alternative and preparation of this FEIS.   

As a result of this continued collaboration, the Detroit City Council in August 2003 issued a 
resolution of support for the Recommended Alternative.  Also of note is that, after the October 
2003 Public Information Meetings, the MDOT study team met with leaders of the Planning and 
Development Department, Advanced Planning, and Cluster leaders.  An initial group meeting in 
December 2003 was held followed by individual Cluster meetings in January 2004.  These 
meetings were conducted as part of the environmental justice and indirect and cumulative effects 
analyses prepared for this FEIS and afforded Cluster leaders the opportunity to comment on the 
Recommended Alternative and voice community issues related to the project.  Appendix I 
contains an updated list of meetings held, dates, and topics discussed. 

8.2.3 Context Sensitive Solutions and Historical Workshops 

Following publication of the DEIS, the MDOT included four community workshops as part of 
the public involvement program for the project.  The dates and locations of the three Context 
Sensitive Solutions (CSS) workshops (the first workshop was titled “Mitigation Day”) and 
historical workshop are shown in Table 8-2. 
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Table 8-2: Community Workshops 

Date Location 
Context Sensitive Solutions Workshops 

October 2001 Lansing Aeronautics Building 
February 2004 African American Museum 
February 2004 St. Regis Hotel 

Historical Workshop 
December 2003 Wayne State University 

The CSS workshops provided an ongoing process to receive stakeholder input as well as 
encourage buy-in and ownership for the project.  Participants brainstormed ideas to make the 
project a part of the local community and were shown successful examples from other locations 
throughout the country.  Partnering opportunities also were discussed as part of these workshops.  
Feedback received at these workshops was positive, and the community was excited about 
creating an identity on the service drives, overpasses, and mainline I-94.  A summary of the CSS 
workshop contents is provided in Appendix G.  The CSS workshops will continue in the design 
phase of the project.  

The historical workshop in December 2003 at Wayne State University was open to interested 
individuals.  The areas discussed included 5287 Hecla Street that is part of the Woodbridge 
Historic District, United Sound Studios on 2nd Street, and the M-10/I-94 historic interchange 
design.  The workshop discussion is summarized in Appendix G and input received at the 
workshop is incorporated into the MOA. 

8.3 Overview of Response to DEIS 

Seven-hundred and thirty-four (734) comments were received on the DEIS.  Comments were 
received from three federal agencies, one U.S. Congressman, three city of Detroit municipal 
agencies, the city of Ferndale, the Wayne County Department of Public Services and 13 
additional organizations, including five comments from private businesses.  More than 700 
comments were received from the general public.  The comments provided by the governmental 
agencies and the individual responses to these comments are presented in this chapter.  A general 
summary of all comments received on the DEIS is also presented in this chapter, with responses 
to major areas of concern.  Original copies of all general public (including oral testimony from 
the public hearings) and special interest correspondence are contained in Appendix J and can be 
reviewed at the locations with this FEIS.  In these locations, the package available for review 
contains a complete set of the comments received on the DEIS, a summary of all comments, and 
all written responses documented in the current chapter. 

8.4 Agency Letters and Responses 

The comment letters received from the following agencies are reproduced on the following 
pages.  This section provides responses to issues raised in the comment letters:  

Letter 1: United States Department of Agriculture 

Letter 2: United States Department of Interior 
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Letter 3: United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 

Letter 4: Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) 

Letter 5: City of Detroit, Department of Planning and Development 

Letter 6: City of Detroit, Department of Public Works 

Letter 7: City of Detroit, City Planning Commission 

Letter 8: City of Ferndale 

Letter 9: United States Congressman John Conyers Jr., Detroit 

Letter 10: Wayne County, Department of Public Services 
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Letter 1: U.S. Department of Agriculture 
 

 

1-1
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Response 1-1 

The Wayne County Department of Environment, Division of Public Works, Drain Maintenance 
Office was contacted to determine if there were county or intercounty drains in the vicinity of the 
I-94 project.  It was stated that no county or intercounty drains were located in the project area.  
The project does drain into city of Detroit Water and Sanitary District combined sewers.  
Increased runoff will be detained on the project and released into city of Detroit sewers at a rate 
that will not exceed the pre-construction rate.  Further information related to the project’s water 
quality is contained in Section 5.9 of this FEIS.   
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Letter 2: U.S. Department of Interior 

 

   
 

 

2-1
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Response 2-1 
The Memorandums of Agreement (MOA) for all NHRP-eligible structures have been completed 
and are contained in Appendix E. 
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Letter 3: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  

 

 

3-1
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3-1 cont.
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3-2

3-3
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3-4

3-5

3-6
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3-16
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Response 3-1 
The U.S. EPA letter contains a description of the project and indicated their detailed comments 
were contained in the attachments to the letter.  The responses to the concerns identified in the 
attachments are provided by Responses 3-2 through 3-19. 

Response 3-2 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations at Title 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Part 771.111(f) outline three general principles that are to be used to frame a 
highway project:  

1. Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on a 
broad scope;  

2. Have independent utility or independent significance; i.e., be usable and be a reasonable 
expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made; and 

3. Not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation 
improvements.  

Section 2.3 in this FEIS discusses how the proposed project addresses the requirements stated 
above.  Traffic Report Volume 3: Simulation of Year 2025 Conditions, August 2002 provides a 
detailed explanation of how the project meets the requirements for logical termini from a traffic 
standpoint.  The logical termini of this project are rational end points for a transportation 
improvement and rational end points for a review of the environmental impacts.  The western 
terminus, the I-96 interchange with I-94, is a key interchange by which traffic from the 
Ambassador Bridge accesses I-94 and by which traffic from I-75 and I-94 accesses I-96.  The 
I-96 interchange with I-94 is a modern interchange, providing acceptable operations.  Based 
upon traffic studies and from the standpoint of system connectivity, the I-96 interchange is a 
logical western terminus for the project.  The eastern terminus, Conner Avenue, is an important 
local road and the foremost north-south arterial road connecting major east-west facilities on the 
east side of Detroit.  Conner Avenue is also the main access road between I-94 and Detroit City 
Airport. 

Since the DEIS, rehabilitation of I-94 has occurred east of Conner Avenue and west of the 
I-96/I-94 interchange. In 2002, I-94 from east of Conner Avenue to Masonic Boulevard (a 
distance of approximately 12 miles) underwent major rehabilitation, including, repairing and 
resurfacing the pavement and rehabilitating or replacing 51 bridges. Capacity improvements 
were not part of the project as they were not deemed to be needed.  West of I-96, a maintenance 
project to resurface the roadway from Wyoming Avenue to I-96 occurred in 2003, and several 
bridges were repaired or replaced.  All eastbound trucks over 13.5 feet high are still directed to 
exit at Wyoming Avenue because numerous overpasses east of Wyoming Avenue provide less 
than the current standard of 14.5 feet in vertical clearance.  As a result of the two improvement 
projects east of Conner and west of I-96, combined with the vertical clearance restrictions, the 
logical termini for this project are from I-96 to Conner Avenue.   

Time space maps of the corridor displaying average travel speeds using 1995 traffic volumes for 
the AM and PM peak periods show predominant speeds of 30 mph throughout the project area 
although posted at 55 mph, indicating severe traffic congestion.  The lower speeds extend from 
west of the I-96 interchange to the Conner Avenue interchange.  The congestion and lower 
speeds appear to be a result of the existing major interchanges between I-94 and I-96 and also 
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I-94 and I-75.  Traffic analysis for 2025 indicates that volumes drop east of Conner Avenue, but 
are still at the Level of Service (LOS) E.  Through the project area, level of service and flow is 
expected to be acceptable.  West of the I-94/I-96 interchange, the LOS is F; however, that is not 
a result of the proposed improvements.  The traffic congestion west of I-96 is more a result of 
traffic coming from and going to I-96.  Immediate action east and west of the proposed termini is 
not needed due to the updates in the last few years.  Addressing the problems that exist within 
the proposed project termini will address major known issues with a solution that will be 
compatible with future projects. 

In view of the above discussion, I-96 and Conner Avenue are logical termini.  The project 
termini define a 6.7 mile stretch of freeway that as discussed in FEIS Section 2.3, is a critical 
segment of I-94 and in the greatest need of rehabilitation. 

As described in FEIS Section 2.3, the proposed reconstruction of the project corridor would be of 
independent utility and significance and a reasonable expenditure, even if no additional 
transportation improvements to adjacent sections of I-94 are made.   

As described in FEIS Section 2.6, the Recommended Alternative proposes improvements to the 
corridor in a manner consistent with the applicable regional and local government plans and does 
not restrict consideration of other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements. 

Response 3-3 
The MDOT and FHWA have supported the project limits and logical termini based on 
supporting information.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations at Title 23 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 771.111(f) outline three general principles that are to be 
used to frame a highway project:  

1. Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on a 
broad scope;  

2. Have independent utility or independent significance; i.e., be usable and be a reasonable 
expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made; and 

3. Not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation 
improvements.  

Section 2.3 in this FEIS discusses how the proposed project addresses the requirements stated 
above.  Traffic Report Volume 3: Simulation of Year 2025 Conditions, August 2002 provides a 
detailed explanation of how the project meets the requirements for logical termini from a traffic 
standpoint.  The logical termini of this project are rational end points for a transportation 
improvement and rational end points for a review of the environmental impacts.  The western 
terminus, the I-96 interchange with I-94, is a key interchange by which traffic from the 
Ambassador Bridge accesses I-94 and by which traffic from I-75 and I-94 accesses I-96.  The 
I-96 interchange with I-94 is a modern interchange, providing acceptable operations.  Based 
upon traffic studies and from the standpoint of system connectivity, the I-96 interchange is a 
logical western terminus for the project.  The eastern terminus, Conner Avenue, is an important 
local road and the foremost north-south arterial road connecting major east-west facilities on the 
east side of Detroit.  Conner Avenue is also the main access road between I-94 and Detroit City 
Airport. 
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Since the DEIS, rehabilitation of I-94 has occurred east of Conner Avenue and west of the 
I-96/I-94 interchange. In 2002, I-94 from east of Conner Avenue to Masonic Boulevard (a 
distance of approximately 12 miles) underwent major rehabilitation, including, repairing and 
resurfacing the pavement and rehabilitating or replacing 51 bridges. Capacity improvements 
were not part of the project as they were not deemed to be needed.  West of I-96, a maintenance 
project to resurface the roadway from Wyoming Avenue to I-96 occurred in 2003, and several 
bridges were repaired or replaced.  All eastbound trucks over 13.5 feet high are still directed to 
exit at Wyoming Avenue because numerous overpasses east of Wyoming Avenue provide less 
than the current standard of 14.5 feet in vertical clearance.  As a result of the two improvement 
projects east of Conner and west of I-96, combined with the vertical clearance restrictions, the 
logical termini for this project are from I-96 to Conner Avenue.   

Response 3-4 
The DEIS utilized the SEMCOG 2020 TRANPLAN model which included a truck model.  The 
2020 TRANPLAN model also included the external station of the Ambassador Bridge, which 
distributes traffic to the Detroit area freeways, including I-94.  However, since publication of the 
DEIS, SEMCOG has released year 2000 and 2025 travel demand forecasting models for 
Southeast Michigan that include an enhanced commercial vehicle model.  This model accounts 
for commercial vehicle growth at international border crossings and growth attributed 
specifically to NAFTA.   The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the strong 
economy from 1996 to 1999 contributed to the 31 percent growth in cross-border truck traffic at 
the Southeast Michigan border crossings.  This means substantial freight movement on the 
southeast Michigan freeways connecting to the border and along the freeway system connecting 
to the commercial vehicle’s destinations.  The long term historic growth rates of trucks across the 
Ambassador and Blue Water Bridges are between six- to nine-percent compounded.  According 
to the Bi-National Border Crossing Study, truck traffic across the border is forecasted to grow at 
a 2.67-percent compound annual rate through 2030. 

The traffic analysis for the Recommended Alternative (Traffic Report Volume 3: Simulation of 
Year 2025 Conditions, August 2002) incorporated this commercial vehicle model in its analysis 
of the corridor and Chapter 2 of this FEIS provides an expanded discussion of commercial 
vehicle traffic in the project area.   

Response 3-5  
Chapter 2 of this FEIS includes an expanded discussion of freight traffic within the project 
limits.  The long term historic growth rates of trucks across the Ambassador and Blue Water 
Bridges are between six- to nine-percent compounded.  According to the Bi-National Border 
Crossing Study, truck traffic across the border is forecasted to grow at a 2.67-percent compound 
annual rate through 2030. 

The MDOT is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement to evaluate potential expansion of 
the Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal (DIFT) facility to accommodate an increase of rail-truck 
transfers.  Several alternatives are being evaluated in southwest Detroit, including improving the 
existing facility at the junction of the Norfolk Southern Railroad and the CSX rail lines.  The 
Traffic Report Volume 3: Simulation of Year 2025 Conditions, August 2002 also includes 
coordination of traffic volumes from the intermodal freight terminal that were utilized in the 
2025 traffic projections for this FEIS. 
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Response 3-6 
Subsequent to the DEIS being circulated, SEMCOG, the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) for the Detroit urbanized area, issued a report entitled Improving Transit in Southeast 
Michigan: A Framework for Action, October 2001; the report which identified a 12-corridor, 
259-mile, transit system for the Detroit area.  The I-94 corridor was not included in that system.  
No traffic projections were performed by SEMCOG for their transit report.  Even though transit 
was not recommended for the corridor, coordination occurred with DDOT and SMART to 
identify current and potential bus routes and begin the process of selecting appropriate features 
for accommodating bus service in the project area. 

Since HOV lanes could not be studied solely within the confines of the project termini, a 
southeast Michigan HOV study was conducted for the seven-county region.  The study 
(Southeast Michigan High-Occupancy Vehicle Feasibility Study, 1999) was documented in a 
separate report submitted to the MDOT on May 7, 1999.  The HOV study did identify two 
Interstate highway segments in Southeast Michigan as meeting the criteria for consideration of 
HOV lanes: I-75 northbound and southbound from I-696 to M-59, and I-96 eastbound and 
westbound from US-23 to I-696.  The I-94 study area addressed in this FEIS was not identified 
as having good potential for HOV due to the threshold of traffic volumes identified to be needed 
to make HOV feasible. 

Response 3-7 
An extensive public involvement and coordination process was used in this study and in the 
development of the DEIS Build Alternative.  This alternative responded to public and agency 
demand for a transit component within the corridor; however, because a transit vision for the 
Detroit metropolitan area was not yet in place, it did not fit into a more comprehensive 
transportation planning scheme and no specific transit component was identified.  On Oct. 25, 
2001, SEMCOG adopted a regional transit plan entitled Improving Transit in Southeast 
Michigan: A Framework for Action as an illustrative element in the 2025 RTP.  I-94 was not 
included as a transit corridor for rail or high-speed buses in the 12-corridor, 259-mile system that 
was described in the report.  As a result, the reserved space in the median for future transit has 
not received the same level of support that it did prior to the release of this SEMCOG report.  As 
described in FEIS Section 4.4, the Recommended Alternative no longer includes a reserved 
space in the median for future transit or a wider third lane on the service drives for multi-use.  
The Recommended Alternative will allow for transit in a manner consistent with applicable local 
plans for transit, should they be developed. 

Response 3-8 
The levels of service for the freeway mainline are anticipated to operate at Level of Service E or 
better for the I-94 mainline in the peak hours of the weekdays.   

Following the DEIS Public Hearing, held March 5-6, 2001, and receipt of public and agency 
comments on the DEIS, three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative were developed to 
respond to the comments received.  All three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative scaled 
down one or more components (service drives and/or median space) of the DEIS Build 
Alternative, and combined with the DEIS Build Alternative, offered all possible combinations of 
medians with and without reserved space, and two and three lane service drives.  Adoption of the 
SEMCOG transit plan Improving Transit in Southeast Michigan: A Framework for Action, as 
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mentioned above in Responses 3-6 and 3-7, reduced need to include a reserved space in the 
median.   There is no bus rapid transit or rail alternatives proposed in the SEMCOG plan in the I-
94 corridor and none were identified to attract enough riders in this FEIS analysis either.  

The Recommended Alternative for the corridor, described in FEIS Section 4.5, reduces the 
service drives to two 11-foot through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 10-foot reduction in width 
on each one-way service drive from the DEIS Build Alternative).  The Recommended 
Alternative also eliminates the reserved space in the median, reducing the median width to 
approximately 38 feet (two 14-foot shoulders and a 6- to 10-foot area for a concrete barrier).  
However, since there is still strong community support for a transit system in southeast 
Michigan, coordination with transit providers will continue to accommodate and encourage 
transit use in the future.   

Response 3-9 
The air quality conformance analysis was conducted before completion of this FEIS.  
SEMCOG’s regional analysis performed for the TIP incorporated the effects of this project and 
satisfied the regional requirements set forth in the Final Conformity Rule.  The SEMCOG 
conformity analysis was submitted and approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA).  For the year 2025, the Recommended Alternative CO levels are higher than the No-
Build Alternative CO levels at all of the sites analyzed.  These sites were chosen to demonstrate 
the worst-case impact the project is expected to have on local air quality levels.  Though the 
Recommended Alternative levels are higher than the No-Build Alternative, all predicted 
concentrations are below applicable federal and state standards.  The project is not predicted to 
cause or exacerbate a violation of the CO standards.  Further discussion of the air quality 
analysis results is contained in Chapter 5.  

Response 3-10 
The Carbon Monoxide (CO) microscale analysis contained in FEIS Section 5.5 has been updated 
for the year 2025 and includes additional information concerning the areas of fleet makeup, 
background monitor, and persistence factors. 

Response 3-11 
Section 5.5 has been updated to include a short description of how the makeup of vehicle types 
used in the microscale analysis compares to those used in the local planning area and the State 
Implementation Plan for the Detroit–Ann Arbor area. 

Response 3-12 
The DEIS air quality analysis utilized the Livonia monitoring station due to malfunctions at 
monitoring sites located in closer proximity to the corridor.  The Air Quality analysis conducted 
for the Recommended Alternative utilized the Linwood monitoring station, which is located in 
the city of Detroit and within the project corridor.  Refer to FEIS Section 5.5.  The air quality 
analysis included in this FEIS explains the rationale for selection of an air quality monitoring 
station for use in the analysis. 

Response 3-13 

The 0.70 default factor is used for the Recommended Alternative as suggested.  Derivation of the 
persistence factor is discussed in FEIS Section 5.5. 
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Response 3-14 

The pilot project is intended to generate information on the spatial and temporal variability of 
ambient air toxics concentrations and will be used to design a national ambient air monitoring 
network.  

Information regarding this project can be found at http://www.deq.state.mi.us/dat/#sites. 

Analysis of the data collected is ongoing.  Ladco (www.ladco.org) is collecting, analyzing and 
summarizing the data collected.  The DEQ plans to release a draft document discussing risk 
assessment based on the monitored data in December of 2004.  At least two of the monitoring 
sites focused on emissions from mobile sources.  Once the data analysis of the study is complete, 
it is hoped that the relationship between mobile sources and air toxics will be better understood. 
Response 3-15 
The mainline traffic will not be detoured to the service drives.  Building the continuous service 
drives prior to the construction of the mainline will support local traffic needs during mainline 
construction.  Traffic impacts will be influenced by the construction phasing for the project, 
which will not be finalized until the succession of project funding is secured and detailed 
construction and traffic management plans are prepared.  FEIS Section 7.13 provides a 
preliminary plan for the accommodation of traffic during construction.  The mitigation measures 
to reduce construction impacts related to air and noise are described in FEIS Sections 7.15 and 
7.16.   

Response 3-16 
This FEIS updates the noise analysis to the year 2025.  In the updated analysis, the cost-per-
residence criteria are not used to evaluate noise barriers for locations such as schools or 
churches.  These non-residential uses were evaluated under the FHWA Category E.  Receptor 
sites R8, R19, and R29 (shown in Figures 5-11A and B) are all educational institutions and are 
evaluated under the FHWA Category E designation.  Category “E” land uses, as defined in Table 
5-16, are those activities which apply for interior spaces, such as schools, churches, libraries, 
hospitals, auditoriums, and public meeting rooms.  The FHWA Category “E” impact approach 
level is 51 dBA.  In accordance with the MDOT, guidelines, estimated interior noise levels with 
closed window conditions yields a 25-decibel noise reduction.   Interior noise levels at all three 
locations are below the impact threshold.  Refer to FEIS Section 5.6 for a description of all 
criteria used in the updated noise analysis.  

Response 3-17  

Section 5.1.2.3 contains additional information regarding pedestrian and bicyclist access needs 
and safety requirements within the corridor and how the Recommended Alternative addresses 
these needs.  Construction of the Recommended Alternative would result in the removal of two 
pedestrian-only bridges, leaving six remaining pedestrian-only bridges.  The first removal is the 
Brooklyn Street pedestrian bridge over I-94, located between Trumbull Street and M-10.  The 
second removal is the Canfield Avenue pedestrian bridge, located south of I-94 and Forest 
Avenue. All other pedestrian-only bridges are being replaced in their current locations or within 
one block.     
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Nine combined existing vehicular/pedestrian bridges also would be removed (seven over I-94 
and two over I-75).   The loss of the nine combined vehicular/pedestrian bridges would result in 
longer walking distances; however, this increased distance often is only one additional block and 
never greater than three blocks.   

The provision of continuous service drives with sidewalks for the Recommended Alternative 
would have a positive overall impact on pedestrians, providing improved east/west connectivity 
north and south of I-94.  In addition, the improved vehicular bridges with sidewalks would 
provide additional, safer pedestrian crossings across I-94.  Residents would have an improved 
capability to walk and ride their bikes in high-density residential and neighborhood commercial 
areas that would be more accessible via sidewalks and pedestrian bridges.  

The removal/consolidation of some of the pedestrian bridges are shown in Figures 5-8A and B.  
FEIS Section 5.1.4 describes the Environmental Justice implications of the Recommended 
Alternative to pedestrian and bicycle access within the corridor.  The MDOT coordination with 
citizens and pedestrian and bicycle experts will be ongoing during the design phase of this 
project. 

Response 3-18 
Cost information for the No-Build, Build Alternative, and the Recommended Alternative is 
presented in FEIS Section 4.7.  The No-Build Alternative will require maintenance due to the 
aging freeway infrastructure.  The maintenance cost of this alternative could include replacement 
of all bridges and pavement that have exceeded their design life.  The Enhanced No-Build 
Alternative proposes planned but limited improvements to the existing freeway.  As such, new 
bridges, pavement, and existing freeway elements will require maintenance; however, there will 
be no additional lanes to maintain.  The DEIS Build Alternative and Modifications One, Two, 
and Three all provide organized efforts to reconstruct the entire corridor.  New pavement, 
bridges, drainage, and additional lanes will figure into the maintenance cost of each alternative.  
The Build Alternative and modifications propose four through lanes along the mainline of I-94 
and continuous service drives for the length of the project; the primary difference among the 
alternatives is in the retention or elimination of reserved median space and lanes along the 
service drives.  A further factor influencing the maintenance cost of the Build Alternative and 
modifications will be the decision to include specific mitigation and enhancement treatments. 

Response 3-19 
Section 5.15 contains an updated Indirect (Secondary) and Cumulative Impacts Analysis for the 
Recommended Alternative which is based on the methodology contained in the Maryland State 
Highway Administration’s Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis Guidelines for EISs and 
EAs.  The Maryland guidelines have been widely recognized as meeting all requirements.  As 
part of the preparation of this FEIS, a project-specific methodology based on Maryland 
guidelines was submitted to the regional Environmental Protection Agency office and 
coordination meetings were held to obtain approval of how the analysis would be updated for 
this FEIS.  The updated cumulative impacts analysis consists of a more in-depth analysis than 
that presented in the DEIS, using other projects in the vicinity of I-94 and looking at the 
combined benefits and adverse effects of these projects.  Air quality, noise impacts, and land use 
changes are each addressed. 
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Letter 4: Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) 
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Response 4-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

Response 4-2 
A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be prepared noting appropriate soil erosion control 
measures.  The presence of contaminated soil will be considered in preparing that plan.  The soil 
erosion and sediment control plan on file with the Michigan Department of Environmental 
Quality requires the placement of appropriate control measures and routine inspections of those 
measures to assure their continuing effectiveness.  The MDOT Soil Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control Manual, 2000, contains guidance relating to the selection and implementation of 
appropriate erosion control measures for various circumstances and will be used to design the 
erosion control measures for this project.  No soil erosion and sedimentation control permits for 
the project will be required due to the MDOT’s authorized public agency status.  See Section 7.2 
of this FEIS. 

Response 4-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

Response 4-4 
These requirements are noted and the necessary actions will be taken prior to submitting the 
Record of Decision for approval. 

Response 4-5 
Section 2.2 has been updated to note that the I-94 Rehabilitation Project is now listed in the 2025 
RTP. 

Response 4-6 
Coordination with DDOT and SMART has been ongoing throughout the selection of the 
Recommended Alternative for the project corridor.  Both agencies support the proposed design, 
interest in utilizing the continuous service drives to expand bus service within the corridor, and 
willingness to continue communication with the MDOT regarding specific service-related 
requirements.  The MDOT is committed to working with these agencies and will continue to 
coordinate with them to ensure that enhanced transit services are met.  Specific locations for bus 
stops and other amenities will be determined during the design phase of the project.  As part of 
the project cost there may be funding available to transit to mitigate the construction impacts. 

Response 4-7 
The comment is noted.  There is no reference in this FEIS to the dollars allocated to transit in the 
2025 RTP. 

Response 4-8  
The SEMCOG commercial vehicle model became available and was used to evaluate the 
Recommended Alternative.  The traffic analysis for the Recommended Alternative (Traffic 
Report Volume 3: Simulation of Year 2025 Conditions, August 2002) incorporated this 
commercial vehicle model in its analysis of the corridor and Chapter 2 of this FEIS provides an 
expanded discussion of commercial vehicle traffic in the project area.   
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Response 4-9 
Section 5.1.2.3 contains additional information regarding pedestrian and bicyclist access needs 
and safety requirements within the corridor and how the Recommended Alternative addresses 
these needs.  Construction of the Recommended Alternative would result in the removal of two 
pedestrian-only bridges, leaving six remaining pedestrian-only bridges.  The first removal is the 
Brooklyn Street pedestrian bridge over I-94, located between Trumbull Street and M-10.  The 
second removal is the Canfield Avenue pedestrian bridge, located south of I-94 and Forest 
Avenue. All other pedestrian-only bridges are being replaced in their current locations or within 
one block.     

Nine combined existing vehicular/pedestrian bridges also would be removed (seven over I-94 
and two over I-75).   The loss of the nine combined vehicular/pedestrian bridges would result in 
longer walking distances; however, this increased distance often is only one additional block and 
never greater than three blocks.   

The provision of continuous service drives with sidewalks for the Recommended Alternative 
would have a positive overall impact on pedestrians, providing improved east/west connectivity 
north and south of I-94.  In addition, the improved vehicular bridges with sidewalks would 
provide additional, safer pedestrian crossings across I-94.  Residents would have an improved 
capability to walk and ride their bikes in high-density residential and neighborhood commercial 
areas that would be more accessible via sidewalks and pedestrian bridges.  

The removal/consolidation of some of the pedestrian bridges is addressed in FEIS Section 5.1.2.  
The city of Detroit has been involved in determining pedestrian crossing locations and will have 
the opportunity to review all proposed pedestrian crossings during the design phase of this 
project.  Additionally, continued public involvement through the design phase of this project will 
be used to obtain feedback on pedestrian access within the corridor.   

Response 4-10 
The Environmental Justice Analysis presented in FEIS Section 5.1.4 of this FEIS utilized the 
developed MDOT guidelines.  The outline for the analysis was reviewed and approved by the 
EPA. 

Response 4-11 

As part of the planning phase of this project, MDOT maintained a project office in the city of 
Detroit.  A project office and/or the Detroit TSC will be available for residents to access 
information and convey comments during the construction phase of the project.   

Response 4-12 
Section 5.5.3.2 has been updated to reflect the latest USEPA air quality attainment status for 
southeast Michigan. 

Response 4-13 
The Recommended Alternative is expected to impact 12 commercial structures.  The commercial 
businesses include two bars, a 24-unit motel, two fast-food restaurants, a recording studio, an 
automotive service center, a storage unit, truck sales, a development center, a strip retail 
development, and a vacant building.  All information regarding the estimated commercial and 
residential displacements has been updated for this FEIS based on the MDOT’s selection of the 
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Recommended Alternative.  This information is contained in FEIS Section 5.1.2 and in the 
Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan in Appendix C. 

Response 4-14 
Section 5.2.3 identifies some of the mitigation measures that will assist businesses displaced by 
the Recommended Alternative.  The MDOT Real Estate will coordinate with business owners 
regarding the acquisition of specific properties in a manner consistent with applicable legal 
standards and MDOT procedures.   

No special fund can be set up to cover interim operating losses to sustain businesses during 
construction. 

Response 4-15 
These fifteen structures were not surveyed prior to the DEIS because they were not discovered in 
time.  The structures were surveyed for this FEIS.  Of the additional structures surveyed, the 
Square D/Detroit Fuse and Manufacturing Company Building was determined eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places. Research on the Square D/Detroit and Fuse 
Manufacturing Company Building was submitted to the SHPO and a concurrence letter was 
signed on August 4, 2004 stating the building is eligible for the NRHP.  As described in FEIS 
Section 6.5.4, the original, three-story Detroit Fuse and Manufacturing Company Building, 
designed by the architect Albert Kahn, is significant for its historical associations with both 
Square D and the 1954 strike.  Demolition of the Square D/Detroit Fuse and Manufacturing 
Company Building would be an adverse effect.  As part of the mitigation effort to preserve 
record of this site, the building will be recorded to SHPO standards and an exhibit will be 
developed with the SHPO detailing the 1954 Square D strike.  In addition to the Square 
D/Detroit Fuse and Manufacturing Company Building, there are three other impacts to historic 
resources.  The Recommended Alternative will use property from one historic district (the 
Woodbridge Neighborhood Historic District) listed on the NRHP and three properties that are 
eligible for listing on the NRHP: the I-94/M-10 interchange, the United Sound Systems 
Recording Studios, and the Square D/Detroit Fuse and Manufacturing Company Building.  The 
properties are discussed in detail in the DEIS and FEIS Section 5.11 Cultural Resources.  
Mitigation measures are described in detail in the MOU contained in Appendix E. 
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Letter 5: City of Detroit, Planning and Development Department 
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Response 5-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Extensive coordination with the public, city of Detroit, and the 
Interagency Coordination Committee (ICC) occurred as part of this project and the MDOT will 
continue this coordination through the design and construction phases.   

Response 5-2 
Communications are underway between the MDOT and city of Detroit regarding Transportation 
Systems Management (TSM) and the installation of hardware for Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS) technology within the corridor.  The MDOT will continue to work with the City 
during the design and construction phases of the project concerning the inclusion of ITS 
technology. 

Response 5-3 
Improving Transit in Southeast Michigan: A Framework for Action, published by SEMCOG in 
October 2001, did not include I-94 in the 12-corridor, 259-mile, transit system it recommended.  
A number of comments expressed the need to narrow the required right-of-way and reduce right-
of-way impacts.  As a result, the Recommended Alternative no longer provides for transit 
options in the median.  However, the continuous service drives will present opportunities for 
transit.  Coordination will continue with DDOT and SMART to accommodate more bus transit 
in the corridor and how to encourage bus use.  

Response 5-4 
The mainline design speed of the Recommended Alternative will comply with the AASHTO 
2001 (p. 507) criteria for urban freeways of 50–70 mph (60 mph desirable). 

Response 5-5  
The Recommended Alternative for the corridor, described in Chapter 4, reduces the service 
drives to two 11-foot through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 10-foot reduction in width on each 
side from the DEIS Build Alternative). 

The project will provide new sidewalks, at a minimum of 6 feet wide, through the interchanges, 
along the service drives, and on all reconstructed bridges and cross streets.  Pedestrian crossing 
locations will receive appropriate pavement markings, signage, and signalization, and will be 
designed to accommodate Intelligent Transportation Systems Technology. 

Public involvement activities, including the Context Sensitive Solutions workshops described in 
Appendices G and I, and discussions among the MDOT and a number of city of Detroit 
Departments will help determine the mitigation measures for traffic accessing the residential 
neighborhoods adjacent to the continuous service drives (such as landscaping or other traffic 
calming techniques).  Specific locations and measures will be identified during the design phase 
of the project.  The city of Detroit will be the entity responsible for determining which traffic 
access measures to implement on residential streets in the study area. 

Response 5-6  
The methodologies and assumptions used for the analysis of noise impacts are documented in 
FEIS Section 5.6.  All environmental impacts of the I-94 Rehabilitation Project are documented 
in this FEIS in accordance with the applicable State and federal laws and regulations.  As 
described in FEIS Section 5.6.6.4, three noise barrier locations satisfy both the cost and acoustic 
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components of the MDOT’s 1996 noise abatement policy guidelines for feasibility and 
reasonableness and are proposed for the I-94 Rehabilitation Project.  Noise barrier locations are 
committed by the MDOT to be re-evaluated prior to final design.  Mitigation measures will be 
put in place during construction to address noise pollution, and is discussed in FEIS Section 7.6. 

Response 5-7 
The Recommended Alternative will address existing drainage problems by providing a new 
state-of-the-art drainage system with adequate capacity for 100-year storm events for the existing 
and additional paved areas.  The additional storm water runoff created by the additional paved 
areas will be detained on-site and released to the Detroit combined sewer system at a rate that 
does not exceed the current maximum rate.  A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be 
prepared and implemented during construction.  The details of the water quality mitigation 
measures are discussed in FEIS Section 7.10. 

Response 5-8    
Coordination between the MDOT and the community regarding the historic properties within the 
corridor has been ongoing since the beginning of the project and are being implemented in 
accordance with SHPO and ACHP policy.  Context Sensitive Design Workshops during the 
design phase of the project will continue the coordination of historic properties with the 
community.  Details on coordination are provided in FEIS Section 6.6. 

Response 5-9 
All pedestrian walkways and crossings will provide modern and safe designs complying with the 
AASHTO, FHWA, MDOT and ADA standards.  The proposed reconstruction of I-94 will 
improve overall pedestrian circulation within the corridor and provide more efficient movement 
in all directions.   

Many of the existing streets within the corridor do not have adequate pedestrian crossing 
facilities.  The project will provide new sidewalks, at a minimum of 6 feet wide, through the 
interchanges, along the service drives, and on all reconstructed bridges and cross streets.  
Pedestrian crossing locations will receive proper pavement markings, signage, and signalization, 
and will be designed to accommodate Intelligent Transportation Systems Technology.   

Continued public and stakeholder involvement, through activities such as the Context Sensitive 
Solutions workshops described in Appendix G and other forums during the design phase of this 
project, will help determine the aesthetic elements to be included in the design of pedestrian 
facilities. 

The City will have the opportunity to review all proposed pedestrian crossing additions and 
removals during the design phase of this project.  As is stated in Response 5-5, the City is the 
entity responsible for deciding which traffic access measures to implement on residential streets 
in the study area.  

Response 5-10 
The MDOT staff and the MDOT Real Estate representatives will meet with the Department of 
Public Works regarding the design of the Recommended Alternative and the continued operation 
of its facility. 
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Response 5-11 
The DEIS air quality analysis utilized the Livonia monitoring station due to malfunctions at 
monitoring sites located in closer proximity to the corridor.  The Air Quality analysis conducted 
for the Recommended Alternative utilized the Linwood monitoring station, which is located in 
the city of Detroit and within the project corridor.  Refer to FEIS Section 5.5.  The air quality 
analysis included in this FEIS explains the rationale for selection of an air quality monitoring 
station for use in the analysis. 

Response 5-12 
The Recommended Alternative has reduced the right-of-way impacts and other impacts to the 
community and meets the purpose and need for the project.  The I-94 Rehabilitation Project is 
not identified by SEMCOG as an approved transit corridor and does not have the ridership to 
support mass transit.  SEMCOG adopted a transit plan entitled Improving Transit in Southeast 
Michigan: A Framework for Action, October 2001.  This plan identifies a 12-corridor, 259-mile, 
transit system for Detroit.  I-94 is not a part of that system.   

Coordination between the MDOT, DDOT, and SMART will continue to ensure that the I-94 
Rehabilitation Project will accommodate and encourage bus service in the project area.  The 
formation of the Detroit Area Rapid Transit Authority (DARTA) will help further the needs of 
transit in the area. 

The concept of flexible funding does exist for qualifying federal funds, like the Surface 
Transportation Program (STP).  Although it is used regularly for smaller local projects, given the 
size of this project and the limited amount of money available to flex, it would not be feasible.  
State and local preservation projects as well as safety and enhancement projects obtain funds 
through STP and the need far outweighs the availability.  Theoretically, some transit money like 
Section 5307 funds could be ‘flexed’ and used for highway projects, however this need also far 
outweighs availability.  Most importantly, these flex dollars could only be used for capital and 
not operating expenses, which limits the applicability to enhance transit services.  In other words, 
these funds could be used only to purchase buses but not to operate any service. 
 
Response 5-13 

As stated in Response 5-5, the Recommended Alternative for the corridor reduces the service 
drives to two 11-foot through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 10-foot reduction in width on each 
side from the DEIS Build Alternative).  The Recommended Alternative does not preclude the use 
of the bus transit along the services drives.   

Response 5-14 
The MDOT will meet with the city of Detroit Planning Division’s Urban Design Unit to discuss 
expected right-of-way impacts within the corridor as the project progresses to the design and 
acquisition phases.  Actual taking of individual parcels, especially partial takes, will not be 
finalized until the design stage. 

The MDOT recognizes the significance of the lower and middle Woodward areas to the city of 
Detroit and the greater metropolitan area, and the importance of implementing an urban design 
concept that conveys their local and regional values.  Context Sensitive Design workshops 
during the design phase of the project will allow opportunity for community involvement 
regarding urban design issues such as this one.  
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Response 5-15 
Specific right-of-way treatments will be addressed through the Context Sensitive Solutions 
workshops, described in Appendix G and through ongoing coordination with the public and 
agencies in the design phase of the project.    Aesthetic treatments are discussed in FEIS Section 
7.7 and a conceptual design plan is described in Chapter 13.   

Response 5-16 
The analysis of the Recommended Alternative utilized SEMCOG’s 2025 travel demand 
forecasting model for southeast Michigan.  The model accounts for as much projected 
development as possible.  In addition, the listed developments were considered in the indirect 
and cumulative impacts analysis discussed in FEIS Section 5.15.  Additional coordination was 
done with SEMCOG and the city of Detroit Planning and Engineering Departments to 
understand all development projects within the study area.   
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Letter 6: City of Detroit, Department of Public Works 
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Response 6-1 
The relocation and removal of pedestrian bridges have been and will continue to be discussed in 
detail with the city of Detroit during the design phase of the project.  Discussions with the city of 
Detroit will continue regarding the conversion of Brush to two-way operation.  As of the spring 
of 2004 it was agreed that Brush will be a two-way operation across I-94. 

A list of properties to be acquired for the project will be further refined during the design phase 
of the project and will be shared with the city. 

Response 6-2 
Detailed discussions have taken place between the city of Detroit and the MDOT regarding the 
continuous service drives, and specific issues such as signalization, speed, and local street 
access.  The additional service drive length will require maintenance.  The laneage is agreed 
upon by the FHWA, the MDOT, and the city of Detroit to be two 11-foot lanes with an 8-foot 
shoulder.  No streets are proposed to be closed at the service drive unless there is a grade 
difference and can not be accommodated.  The only locations are near the freeway to freeway 
interchanges and adjacent to railroad crossings.  Development of land along the corridor is 
addressed by city of Detroit local planning and zoning functions.  Further coordination will occur 
in the design and construction phases of the project. 

Response 6-3 
A detailed construction plan will be prepared for the Recommended Alternative in advance of 
construction.  Access and the reduction of impacts to major business/traffic generators will be 
prioritized and coordinated with the City.  A maintenance of traffic plan will be prepared in the 
design phase of this project to address traffic routing and safety issues.   

Russell Street is continuous under I-94 and the service drives in the Recommended Alternative.  
The Recommended Alternative for the corridor, as shown in the conceptual design plan in 
Chapter 13, does not require the discontinuation of Russell Street at I-94 or creation of a bypass 
road as described in the comment.  Through further analysis and modifications of the DEIS Build 
Alternative it was retained. 

Response 6-4 
Noise abatement, including placement of noise barriers, is discussed in FEIS Section 7.6.  
Further analysis of noise abatement will be done during the design phase of the project which 
will account for changes in density and development.  Treatment of retaining walls to absorb 
sound can be part of the retaining wall design to provide additional noise reduction.  

Response 6-5 
The DIFT data was included in the analysis of the Recommended Alternative.  The Metro 
Airport to Detroit transit study will not directly affect this section of I-94, as the alignments are 
not directly in the I-94 Rehabilitation Project limits, as it runs west of the study area.  These 
projects, however, are included in the SEMCOG traffic model and are reflected in the I-94 traffic 
projections within this general area of analyses.  For details regarding these studies, refer to FEIS 
Section 2.2. 
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Response 6-6 
The DEIS air quality analysis utilized the Livonia monitoring station due to malfunctions at 
monitoring sites located in closer proximity to the corridor.  The Air Quality analysis conducted 
for the Recommended Alternative utilized the Linwood monitoring station, which is located in 
the city of Detroit and within the project corridor.  Refer to FEIS Section 5.5.  The air quality 
analysis included in this FEIS explains the rationale for selection of an air quality monitoring 
station for use in the analysis. 

Response 6-7 
The exact amount of green space impacted in the corridor has not yet been determined.  It will be 
finalized during the design phase.  The Recommended Alternative will include additional paved 
areas compared to the existing condition, and it is expected that storm water runoff will increase.  
Any increases in runoff will be detained on-site and outlet into the City sewer system at a rate no 
greater than the current flow.  The new drainage system with in-line detention will address water 
quality and flow concerns. 

Response 6-8  
Air quality impacts have been assessed in accordance with the latest state and federal 
requirements and have been revised for this FEIS.  Wayne County is classified as an attainment-
maintenance area for the one-hour O3 standard.  The maintenance area includes all 7 counties in 
S.E. Michigan.  On July 22, 1998, the EPA revoked the one-hour ozone standard for the areas 
that previously were classified as attainment-maintenance and replaced it with the new eight-
hour O3 standard, though conformity still applied.  On October 25, 1999, the revocation was 
rescinded.  On April 15, 2004, an eight county area, including Wayne County, was designated as 
a moderate non-attainment for the eight-hour O3 standard.  On September 17, 2004, EPA 
redesignated the area as marginal/nonattainment for the eight-hour O3 standard.  As such, it must 
reach attainment by June 2007.   

All areas of Michigan are classified as in attainment for PM10, Pb, SO2 and NO2.  The EPA and the 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) currently are collecting data to 
determine PM2.5 attainment status.  It is highly likely that Wayne County will be within the area 
designated by EPA as nonattainment for the PM2.5 standard.  Refer to FEIS Section 5.5. 

Response 6-9 
The MDOT building demolition procedures comply with all state and federal requirements for 
the handling and disposal of asbestos and will be adhered to during the construction phase by the 
contractors. 

Response 6-10 

The project’s impact on regional VMT and potential impacts on regional pollutant levels, such as 
NOx, will be addressed in SEMCOG’s TIP analysis.  The regional or mesoscale air quality 
analysis determines a project's overall impact on regional air quality levels.  A transportation 
project is analyzed as part of a regional transportation network developed by a county or a state.  
Projects in this network are found in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  The RTP and TIP includes a regional air quality 
analysis utilizing regional VMT and VHT estimates, to determine if emissions are within the 
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emissions budget for the area.  The results of this analysis determine if an area conforms with 
regulations set forth in the Final Conformity Rule.  

The I-94 Rehabilitation Project currently is listed in the 2030 RTP developed by the Southeast 
Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG).  A conformity analysis was run and the RTP did 
demonstrate conformity. However, at SEMCOG's 11/4/04 General Assembly meeting, three 
changes were made to the plan that require a new analysis be completed before the RTP, which 
contains the I-94 project, can be officially approved.   

The new conformity analysis was completed December 1, 2004.  

At that time, it will be submitted for FHWA approval.  The regional analysis performed for the 
RTP and TIP will incorporate the effects of this project and will satisfy the regional requirements 
set forth in the Final Conformity Rule.  

Response 6-11 
The additional through lanes on I-94 are to accommodate current and predicted traffic volumes 
through rigorous analysis over the past 10 years of study.  The auxiliary and acceleration-
deceleration lanes will improve operations and reduce interference in the through lanes, due to 
exiting and entering traffic.  The proposed lane configuration is recognized in the SEMCOG 
traffic model, was used in the air quality conformity analysis and will appropriately handle future 
traffic volumes.  

Response 6-12 
As stated in Comment 6-10, the project is included in the adopted RTP developed by SEMCOG.  
As part of the on-going analysis and the area’s regional plan, the project’s effect on regional 
ozone levels is incorporated within SEMCOG’s analysis.   

Response 6-13 
SEMCOG has actively pursued ways to reduce ozone precursor pollutants from transportation 
sources.  The Ozone Action program is one such way. 

“Industry is well-regulated and has greatly reduced its emissions. People, however, tend to live - 
and pollute - much more freely. Studies show that the combined activities of individuals 
regularly create nearly 50 percent of the pollutants that cause ground-level ozone. It is not 
unheard of for exceedances of the ozone standard to take place on Saturdays - when most 
industrial emissions sources are shut down or operating at reduced rates. This illustrates that the 
activities of individuals are part of the problem; Ozone Action makes it possible to be part of the 
solution, as well. 

Automobile use is a good example of how much we pollute and how much we can reduce 
pollution. Combined travel in Southeast Michigan adds up to more than 120 million miles per 
day and a huge amount of emissions. If Southeast Michigan reduced its automobile use by just 
20 percent, we could eliminate more than 100 tons of ozone-forming pollutants from the air on 
every Ozone Action day.  

On Ozone Action days, people can choose to reduce the emissions that cause ground-level 
ozone. Following these tips - on Ozone Action days or any day - means cleaner air for everyone. 
Some tips are: 
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• Combine trips or consider car and van pools or public transit for commuting or - 
even better - enjoy the day by choosing to ride a bicycle or walk to various errands and 
activities.   

• Stay informed. Ozone Action days are announced during weather reports on both 
television and radio and in local newspapers. Finding out if today or tomorrow is an 
Ozone Action day provides opportunities for planning activities accordingly.  

• Share the knowledge. Every time the Ozone Action message is multiplied, more people 
get involved "clearing the air" in Southeast Michigan. Individual behavior makes a 
difference.  

Above and beyond the Ozone Action program, government regulation of industry, and 
enforcement of the Clean Air Act, we have seen, government and industry cooperation in 
reducing emissions.  Automobiles were equipped with on-board vapor-recovery systems 
beginning with the 1998 model year. Utility companies are phasing in new emission controls as 
they implement environmental upgrades. Cleaner fuels are being used in Southeast Michigan. 
State and federal governments are using alternative fuel vehicles in their fleets to decrease their 
contribution to the ground level ozone problem. Stringent penalty provisions in the law are 
ensuring compliance from industry.“ 

(Source: SEMCOG website: http://www.semcog.org/Services/OzoneAction/FAQS.htm) 

Response 6-14 
Following the DEIS Public Hearing, held March 5-6, 2001, and receipt of public and agency 
comments on the DEIS, three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative were developed to 
respond to the comments received.  All three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative scaled 
down one or more components (service drives and/or median space) of the DEIS Build 
Alternative, and combined with the DEIS Build Alternative, offered all possible combinations of 
medians with and without reserved space, and two and three lane service drives.  Meetings were 
held with DDOT to discuss the agency needs and concerns. As part of this continued 
coordination process since the DEIS, the overpass at Cadillac was retained in the Recommended 
Alternative as a result of the comments from DDOT.   

Response 6-15 

Coordination meetings with the DDOT and MDOT have taken place regarding the 
Recommended Alternative.  DDOT has expressed support for the proposed design, indicated 
interest in utilizing the continuous service drives to expand bus service within the corridor, and 
communicated specific service-related requirements to the MDOT.  Continued coordination with 
DDOT will take place during the design and construction phases of this project to minimize any 
impacts to existing service routes and obtain input regarding features to accommodate and 
enhance transit service.  Specific locations for bus stops and other amenities will be determined 
during the design phase of the project. 

The DEIS Build Alternative reserved median space was intended to provide accommodation for 
future transit or other transportation alternatives within the corridor.  The Recommended 
Alternative for the corridor no longer includes the reserved median space nor the wider multi-use 
lane on the service drive. 
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Subsequent to the DEIS being circulated, SEMCOG, the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) for the Detroit urbanized area, issued a report entitled Improving Transit in Southeast 
Michigan: A Framework for Action, October 2001; the report which identified a 12-corridor, 
259-mile, transit system for the Detroit area.  The I-94 corridor was not included in that system.  
Even though transit was not recommended for the corridor, coordination occurred with DDOT 
and SMART to identify current and potential bus routes and begin the process of selecting 
appropriate features for accommodating bus service in the project area. 

Since HOV lanes could not be studied solely within the confines of the project termini, a 
southeast Michigan HOV study was conducted for the seven-county region.  The study 
(Southeast Michigan High-Occupancy Vehicle Feasibility Study, 1999) was documented in a 
separate report submitted to the MDOT on May 7, 1999.  The HOV study did identify two 
Interstate highway segments in Southeast Michigan as meeting the criteria for consideration of 
HOV lanes: I-75 northbound and southbound from I-696 to M-59, and I-96 eastbound and 
westbound from US-23 to I-696.  The I-94 study area addressed in this FEIS was not identified 
as having good potential for HOV due to the threshold of traffic volume. 

Six of the seven streets that DDOT indicated it currently uses to cross I-94 (Conner, Cadillac, 
Van Dyke, Mt. Elliott, Chene, and Woodward) will continue to include bridges over I-94 in the 
Recommended Alternative.  A crossing at Beaubien can not be maintained with the 
Recommended Alternative due to vertical clearance requirements for the I-75/I-94 interchange 
ramps.    An overpass is provided at Brush, which will be a two-way facility, with the 
Recommended Alternative.   Coordination with the city of Detroit has taken place regarding 
proposed vehicular and pedestrian bridge removals.      Construction of the Recommended 
Alternative would result in the removal of two pedestrian-only bridges, leaving six remaining 
pedestrian-only bridges.  The first removal is the Brooklyn Street pedestrian bridge over I-94, 
located between Trumbull Street and M-10.  The second removal is the Canfield Avenue 
pedestrian bridge, located south of I-94 and Forest Avenue. All other pedestrian-only bridges are 
being replaced in their current locations or within one block.  Nine combined existing 
vehicular/pedestrian bridges also would be removed (seven over I-94 and two over I-75).   The 
loss of the nine combined vehicular/pedestrian bridges would result in longer walking distances; 
however, this increased distance often is only one additional block and never greater than three 
blocks.   
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Letter 7: City of Detroit, City Planning Commission 
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Response 7-1 
The DEIS (and Figure 2-1 of this FEIS) references I-94 project and traffic study limits.  The I-94 
project limits begin just east of the I-94/I-96 (Jeffries Freeway) interchange and extend 6.7 miles 
to just east of the I-94/Conner Avenue interchange.  The project limits also include portions of 
M-10 and I-75, adjacent to I-94.   The traffic study limits are broader than the project limits, 
extending along I-94 from Wyoming Avenue to I-696.  The traffic limits were to be of sufficient 
length to identify operational issues within the corridor and test alternatives considered as part of 
the project.   

This FEIS addresses the justification of the project limits as part of FEIS Section 2.3: Description 
of Project Limits.   I-96 and Conner are the logical termini for this proposed improvement due to 
the three freeway-to-freeway system connections to I-94, critical links to the local and 
international economy, failure to meet current design standards, crash rates above the statewide 
average, elevated congestion levels compared to adjacent sections, and repairs recently made to 
adjacent sections.    

This FEIS describes the alternative evaluation and selection process.  Based upon comments 
from the public and project stakeholders, three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative were 
developed following the DEIS Public Hearing held March 5-6, 2001.  The Recommended 
Alternative for the corridor, described in Chapter 4, reduces the service drives to two 11-foot 
through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 10-foot reduction in width on each side from the DEIS 
Build Alternative) and eliminates the reserved space in the median, reducing the median width to 
approximately 38 feet (including shoulders and a concrete barrier).  The cost of the 
Recommended Alternative (2004 dollars) is approximately $1,181 billion.   

Bridge and pavement rehabilitation projects are scheduled over the next several years within the 
southeast Michigan area.  While most of these improvements do not include capacity 
improvements, this study and the I-75 study from M-102 to M-59 both recommend the 
consideration of additional lanes because of routine congestion and delays within the region.  
The capacity improvements within the I-94 project limits will benefit the local community, as 
well as the motoring public in conjunction with other projects planned in southeast Michigan. 

Response 7-2 

MDOT held a DEIS Public Hearing on March 5-6, 2001.  Many concerns and questions 
regarding the project were answered or clarified at this Public Hearing.  Responses to issues 
raised at the CPC Public Hearing are addressed in Responses 7-3 to 7-26. 

Response 7-3  
The DEIS and this FEIS attempt to succinctly present over ten years of project activities, 
including the process for identification and evaluation of project alternatives.   The alternatives 
identified and evaluated as part of the study were the result of extensive coordination with the 
public, Interagency Coordination Committee (ICC), the city of Detroit, and other project 
stakeholders.  The DEIS described all alternative transportation solutions that were considered 
from the beginning of the study up to preparation and circulation of the DEIS.  The alternative 
process included both “illustrative” and “practical” alternative phases.  As part of the illustrative 
process, a wide range of alternatives were identified based on public involvement and were 
presented to the ICC for its review and deliberation.  Illustrative Alternatives included High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes and various service drive configurations, including a braided 
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ramp concept.  These and other alternatives were eliminated from the study in the early stages 
because they did not meet the purpose and need of the study.  The purpose of the I-94 
Rehabilitation Project (from east of I-96 to east of Conner Avenue) continues to be the 
improvement of the condition and capacity of the existing I-94 roadway.  The condition of the 
existing facility is the primary need for action.  The condition and capacity problems have 
resulted in this section of I-94 being recognized in statewide and regional plans as the Michigan 
roadway section most needing action.  The set of Practical Alternatives carried forward in the 
DEIS was a combination of independent alternatives and desirable elements from other 
alternatives.   The Practical Alternatives were retained for further study in the FEIS; they 
included the No-Build Alternative, the Enhanced No-Build Alternative, and the DEIS Build 
Alternative.  However, only the DEIS Build Alternative was determined to satisfy the purpose 
and need.   

Following the publication of the DEIS, a DEIS Public Hearing was held March 5-6, 2001, in 
which public and agency comments were received on the DEIS.  As a result of the input 
received, three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative were developed to respond to the 
major concerns identified by these groups.  All three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative 
modified one or more components (service drives and/or median space) of the DEIS Build 
Alternative, and combined with the DEIS Build Alternative, offered all possible combinations of 
medians with and without reserved space, and two and three lane service drives.  The cost of 
each modification to the DEIS Build Alternative was less than the DEIS Build Alternative and 
the modifications provided an intermediate design solution between the Enhanced No-Build 
Alternative and the DEIS Build Alternative.  Chapter 4 contains information on the assessment 
of the alternatives.   

Response 7-4 
The Recommended Alternative for the corridor, described in Chapter 4, reduces the service 
drives to two 11-foot through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 10-foot reduction in width on each 
side from the DEIS Build Alternative) and eliminates the reserved space in the median, reducing 
the median width to approximately 38 feet (including shoulders and a concrete barrier).  This 
equates to a standard section of I-94 with 12 lanes, at approximately 180 feet.  As described in 
FEIS Section 7.1, the Recommended Alternative significantly reduces the number of residential 
and business displacements from that of the DEIS Build Alternative.  East and west of the 
project limits, rehabilitation has already occurred and there are no plans to widen I-94 east or 
west of the project limits at this time.   

This section of I-94 was chosen for this proposed improvement due to the crash rates above the 
statewide average, elevated congestion levels compared to adjacent sections, critical links to the 
local and international economy, failure to meet current design standards, three freeway-to-
freeway system connections to I-94, and repairs recently made to adjacent sections.  

Response 7-5 
The Recommended Alternative proposes two-lane continuous service drives along the corridor, 
with the exception of a three-lane section eastbound from M-10 to I-75 on the south side of I-94 
to address Wayne State University and the projected traffic demand.  The service drives 
bordering the Art Center area are proposed with a three-lane cross-section.  Some area will 
remain between the service drive and I-94 and will be landscaped as part of the project consistent 
with the Art Center Development Plan.   City services will be able to operate along the service 
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drives and extensive coordination has occurred with the city of Detroit Mayor’s office and City 
Council, as well as the Engineering and Traffic Engineering Departments in order to 
accommodate green space for the Art Center’s plans and address the Hendrie Street resident’s 
concerns.  The Recommended Alternative will provide a local access road for the Hendrie 
residents, to provide a buffer between them and the service drive, see Figure 7-1. 

Response 7-6 
The Recommended Alternative for the corridor, described in Chapter 4, reduces the service 
drives to two 11-foot through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 10-foot reduction in width on each 
side from the DEIS Build Alternative) and eliminates the reserved space in the median, reducing 
the median width to approximately 38 feet (including shoulders and a concrete barrier).  

Roadway level of service (LOS) is a stratification of travelers' perceptions of the quality of 
service provided by a facility. LOS is represented by the letters "A" through "F", with "A" 
generally representing the most favorable driving conditions (least congestion and driver delay) 
and "F" representing the least favorable (most congestion and driver delay). The MDOT 
considers LOS A through D desirable for Michigan roadways, but LOS E is acceptable in urban 
areas such as Detroit.  I-94 currently operates at LOS E and F within the project limits during the 
peak travel times.  The Recommended Alternative is expected to be LOS E or better during the 
AM and PM peak travel times along the freeway mainline and service drives.  For LOS 
information by freeway segment, reference the I-94 Rehabilitation Project Traffic Report, 
Volume III. 

Response 7-7 
Discussions between the MDOT and City have been ongoing concerning the funding of the 
Recommended Alternative for the corridor.  A mutually agreeable funding plan and schedule 
will be developed.  This section of I-94 is a high priority for the state to address needs and safety. 

Response 7-8 
As described in FEIS Section 5.6.6.4, three noise barrier locations satisfy both the cost and 
acoustic components of the MDOT’s 1996 noise abatement policy guidelines for feasibility and 
reasonableness and are proposed for the I-94 Rehabilitation Project.  B3, B5, and B7 (in the 
southwest quadrant of the I-75/I-94 interchange and the northwest quadrant of M-10/I-94) are the 
proposed barrier locations (see Figure 5-11A).  Noise barrier locations are committed by the 
MDOT to be re-evaluated prior to final design.  The updated noise analysis handled schools as 
ten receptors per the MDOT and federal requirements and only the location at the Go Lightly 
school met the criteria for a noise barrier in the southwest quadrant of the I-75/I-94 interchange. 

Response 7-9 
The I-94 Rehabilitation Project will comply with all State and federal air quality laws and 
regulations.  Recently, new more stringent diesel truck emission standards have been put into 
place that should significantly reduce diesel truck emissions in the future. 

Response 7-10 
Following the DEIS Public Hearing, held March 5-6, 2001, and receipt of public and agency 
comments on the DEIS, three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative were developed to 
respond to the comments received.  All three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative scaled 
down one or more components (service drives and/or median space) of the DEIS Build 
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Alternative, and combined with the DEIS Build Alternative, offered all possible combinations of 
medians with and without reserved space, and two and three lane service drives.  Adoption of the 
SEMCOG transit plan Improving Transit in Southeast Michigan: A Framework for Action, as 
mentioned above in Responses 3-6 and 3-7, reduced need to include a reserved space in the 
median, as I-94 was not chosen as a potential transit corridor.  

The Recommended Alternative for the corridor, described in FEIS Section 4.4, reduces the 
service drives to two 11-foot through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 10-foot reduction in width 
on each one-way service drive from the DEIS Build Alternative).  It also eliminates the reserved 
space in the median, reducing the median width to approximately 38 feet (two 14-foot shoulders 
and a 6- to 10-foot area for a concrete barrier).  However, since there is still strong community 
support for a transit system in southeast Michigan, coordination with transit providers will 
continue to accommodate and encourage transit use in the future.   

Response 7-11 
The Recommended Alternative does not propose conversion of the east-west rail right-of-way 
north of I-94 that connects to the “Dequindre Cut” to a roadway. 

SEMCOG adopted a transit plan entitled Improving Transit in Southeast Michigan: A 
Framework for Action, October 2001.  This plan identifies a 12-corridor, 259-mile, transit 
system for Detroit.  I-94 is not a part of that system.  One component of that system from 
downtown Detroit to Metro Airport is currently under study.  Coordination between the MDOT, 
DDOT, and SMART will continue to ensure that the I-94 rehabilitation project will 
accommodate and encourage bus service in the project area.  The MDOT will pursue and 
encourage transit through federal funding and other sources.  The formation of the Detroit Area 
Rapid Transit Authority (DARTA) will help further the needs of transit in the area. 

Response 7-12 
As stated in Response 7-4, the Recommended Alternative reduces the service drives to two 11-
foot through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 10-foot reduction in width on each side from the 
DEIS Build Alternative) and eliminates the reserved space in the median, reducing the median 
width to approximately 38 feet (includes shoulders and a concrete median barrier).  This 
reduction in width from the DEIS Build Alternative significantly reduces the number of 
residential and business displacements in the project section.  Each additional section studied in 
the future will be assessed independently and consider the needs of the area.  Additional lanes 
will not be added without a demonstrated need.  The 6.7-mile segment between Conner Avenue 
and I-96 experiences significant congestion due, in part, to the close proximity of seven 
interchanges and several major traffic generators.  The specific problems presented in this area 
contributed to the selection of the project termini.  The proposed project will solve a number of 
specific problems and be useful even if no additional construction is planned. 

As described in the FEIS Section 2.3, the proposed reconstruction of the project corridor would 
be of independent utility and significance and a reasonable expenditure even if no additional 
transportation improvements to adjacent sections of I-94 are made.   

Response 7-13 
The Recommended Alternative for the corridor eliminates the reserved space in the median and 
now only includes space for shoulders and a concrete median barrier.  The displacement impacts 
were greatly reduced.  
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Response 7-14 
Reconstruction of the roadway and bridges is included as part of the Recommended Alternative. 
The Recommended Alternative for the corridor eliminates the reserved space in the median and 
now only includes space for shoulders and a concrete median barrier.  Property acquisition has 
been reduced as a result of removal of the median space. 

Response 7-15 
The Recommended Alternative proposes continuous service drives on the north and south sides 
of corridor for the entire length of the project, including the sections through the interchanges.  
The service drives would consist of two 11-foot through lanes and an 8-foot shoulder.  The 
section between M-10 and I-75 on the south side of I-94, bordering Wayne State University, 
would consist of three through lanes due to increased traffic volumes.  There are no additional 
impacts to properties in this three-lane section.  The two lane continuous service drive mentioned 
south of Harper at Frontenac and Field will impact two properties. 

Response 7-16 
The right-of-way impacts for many of the locations listed in the comment have been reduced 
with the Recommended Alternative (RA).  The design accommodates the purpose and need for 
the project, provides an updated safe roadway design, and minimizes impacts where possible.  
The Recommended Alternative potential displacements are listed in Table 5-7 and below is a list 
of locations from the comment: 

• Along the south side of I-94 between Hamilton and Trumbull – No impacts with RA; 

• Along the south side of Antoinette between Third and Cass – Nine impacts (four 
commercial and five residential) with RA; 

• Along the south side of Hendrie between Brush and John R - Wayne County 
Maintenance Yard’s two buildings impacted with RA; 

• One unit of housing in the Fourth and Holder area – No impacts with RA; 

• Woodbridge area - One home at 5287 Hecla impacted with RA; 

• The industrial area north of I-94 between Mt. Elliott and the Conrail Railroad – No 
impacts with RA; and 

• The residential area north of I-94 between Sherwood and Frontenac – Five residential 
impacts with RA. 

Comments on the DEIS and the adoption by the SEMCOG General Assembly of the transit 
report Improving Transit in Southeast Michigan: A Framework for Action, October 2001, 
resulted in the study team considering a narrower cross-section than proposed for the DEIS Build 
Alternative.  The narrower cross-section would reduce impacts on neighboring properties and 
minimize displacements.  Since the I-94 corridor was not included in the transit report’s 12-
corridor, 259-mile recommended system, the reserved space in the median could be eliminated 
without adversely affecting future transit opportunities.  In addition, the 2025 traffic analyses 
indicated that, in most locations, the three-lane service drives could be reduced to two-lane 
service drives and still have adequate capacity on the service drives.  The result is a reduction in 
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proposed right-of-way width of about 19 feet on each side of I-94 for a total of 38 feet.  A 
number of properties that were previously slated for acquisition are thus avoided. 

Further narrowing of the proposed rights-of-way would not allow the addition of a general 
purpose traffic lane in each direction to accommodate current and anticipated future traffic 
volumes or the addition of weaving and acceleration-deceleration lanes to improve operations on 
the mainline of I-94.  These additional lanes are also important to reducing traffic crashes and 
improving safety.  Accommodation of current and future traffic volumes, together with improved 
operations and safety, are important elements of the purpose and need.  Without these elements, 
the purpose and need would not be met. 

Response 7-17 
Comment acknowledged. 

Response 7-18 
The Recommended Alternative proposes 14-foot inside and 12-foot outside shoulders along the 
mainline of I-94.  It should be noted that, due to the elimination of the reserved median space and 
the reduction of width along the service drives, I-94 remains on the existing roadway alignment.  
The benefit is an overall reduction in the potential property acquisitions.  Provision of two 
shoulders meets MDOT and FHWA standards. The reason that the two shoulders in each 
direction are recommended is due to safety of vehicles needing to use them, and for maintenance 
of traffic within the corridor.  The 14 feet would provide improved stopping-sight distance on 
horizontal curves and additional safety for motorists in accordance with AASHTO shoulder 
criteria for high-volume freeways that have a large percentage of truck traffic.   

Response 7-19 
The Recommended Alternative right-of-way impacts for the M-10 and I-75 interchanges are 
shown in FEIS Section 5.1.2 and represent a worst-case scenario. To accommodate all 
interchanges having right-hand side on- and off-ramps, a total of nine possible displacements are 
shown for the M-10 interchange and seven possible displacements for the I-75 interchange.  
During the design phase of the project, more detailed engineering will be completed for the 
interchanges and efforts will be made to refine the design and to further reduce impacts to 
adjacent properties at these interchanges. 

Response 7-20 
Comment acknowledged.  

Response 7-21 
The Recommended Alternative incorporates many of the suggestion of the City Planning 
Commission.  Although the 55-foot median space has been removed with the Recommended 
Alternative, approximately 42 possible acquisitions are expected as part of the project.  Based on 
the traffic volumes on I-94, a 12-foot to 14-foot shoulder is recommended for motorist safety on 
each side of the roadway per MDOT and FHWA standards.  Two shoulders in each direction are 
recommended for the safety of vehicles needing to use them and for maintenance of traffic 
within the corridor.  Both the preservation of aging housing stock for Detroiters and improving 
traffic flow conditions for regional transportation purposes are important goals of the project.  
The Recommended Alternative addresses both of these areas by significantly reducing right-of-
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way impacts from that of the DEIS Build Alternative while still offering major improvements to 
local and regional traffic conditions 

Response 7-22 
Abatement of noise is being addressed as part of the Recommended Alternative.  According to 
State and federal guidelines, barriers will be provided in locations that meet the MDOT’s cost 
and acoustic criteria.  Three noise-barrier locations satisfy both the cost and acoustic components 
of the MDOT’s 1996 noise abatement policy guidelines for feasibility and reasonableness.  The 
updated noise analysis for this FEIS considered schools as ten receptors according to the FHWA 
and MDOT policy.  A noise barrier is recommended along the Go Lightly School property in the 
southwest quadrant of the I-75/I-94 interchange.  The other school locations in the corridor did 
not meet the cost and acoustic criteria for a noise barrier.  The project area also will be re-
evaluated during the design phase.  See FEIS Section 5.6 for the Noise Analysis and guidelines 
used for determining abatement.  

Response 7-23 
The possible negative consequences of traffic increases and expansion of the roadway are being 
addressed as part of this FEIS.  The Environmental Justice and Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
analyses, contained in Chapter 5, discuss these issues.  

As noted in Response 3-12, the air quality analysis conducted for the Recommended Alternative 
utilized the Linwood monitoring station, which is located in the city of Detroit and within the 
project corridor.  Monitoring sites closer to the project area were used for the modeling 
conducted for this FEIS.  All State and federal air quality laws and regulations will be followed.  
In the DEIS, the Linwood monitor had been malfunctioning, but it was available to use for the 
2025 update of this FEIS.  The Recommended Alternative meets the conformity for CO. 

Response 7-24 
There are no separate “construction mitigation funds” available from the federal government.  
New commuter and light rail projects typically are funded by the "New Starts" and Congestion 
Mitigation Air Quality programs.  Those funds are committed separately from highway 
construction.  The MDOT will pursue transit mitigation funds for routes to facilitate the 
movement of travel during construction.  Partnerships and other forms of innovative financing 
can also be used as part of the project. 

Response 7-25 
The MDOT recognizes the critical roles of the City and SEMCOG in ensuring the success of the 
I-94 Rehabilitation Project and will continue to work with them, and other governmental 
agencies, to meet their goals and address any concerns that arise related to the project. 

Response 7-26  
The City Planning Commission’s Recommendations have been incorporated in this FEIS with a 
few exceptions as noted below: 

1.  The 55-foot center median has been removed. 

2.  Additional through lanes and/or acceleration/deceleration lanes will be provided as needed. 
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3. 14-foot inside and 12-foot outside shoulders are proposed for the I-94 mainline.  Provision of 
two shoulders meets MDOT and FHWA standards. The reason that the two shoulders in each 
direction are recommended is due to safety of vehicles needing to use them, and for maintenance 
of traffic within the corridor.  The 14-foot inside shoulders would provide improved stopping-
sight distance on horizontal curves and additional safety for motorists in accordance with 
AASHTO shoulder criteria for high-volume freeways that have a large percentage of truck 
traffic.    

4.  Continuous service drives will be provided in each direction and will match existing widths of 
30- feet, with the exception of one lane service drives through the interchanges, and a three lane 
eastbound service drive between M-10 and I-75. 

5. A Hendrie Street local access roadway is provided for local traffic as shown on the conceptual 
design plan for the Recommended Alternative and can be found in Figure 7-1. 

6.  New interchanges will be constructed and will include removal of all left-hand ramps and 
continuous service drives will be provided. 

7.   The traffic impacts of the widening of the entire I-94 corridor from Wyoming to I-696 are 
analyzed in Traffic Reports Volume 1 through 3.  This FEIS describes environmental impacts for 
only the project limits.  Refer to Chapter 2 for a discussion of the project’s Purpose and Need 
and Project Limits. 

8.  This FEIS does not specifically analyze passenger-carrying capacity of a Speed Link-style 
system or rail lines mentioned because I-94 was not included in the transit plan adopted by 
SEMCOG.  This FEIS does consider accommodation of bus service in the I-94 corridor and will 
continue to work with DDOT and SMART to address bus operation and passenger service 
issues.  Section 5.15 of this FEIS considers the indirect (secondary) and cumulative impacts of 
the I-94 Rehabilitation Project and its relation to other transportation improvement projects 
planned for southeast Michigan. 

9.  Chapter 2 contains a discussion of freight traffic in the I-94 Rehabilitation Project corridor.  A 
detailed discussion of Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal and its impact on I-94 truck traffic is 
contained in Traffic Report Volume 3: Simulation of Year 2025 Conditions. 

10.  Reduction of spacing between lanes and “tightening” of ramp geometrics has been included 
to reduce property impacts.  Potential displacements have been reduced from the DEIS Build 
Alternative to approximately 42. 

11.  Schools are treated as ten receptors following the MDOT policy and a noise barrier is 
recommended for the southwest quadrant of the I-75/I-94 interchange. 

12.  MDOT will pursue funding to provide transit service during construction to assist with 
mobility in the area. 

13.  As part of the I-94 Rehabilitation Project, MDOT will provide noise abatement and correct 
any air quality violations in accordance with FHWA guidance. 

14.  Funding issues will be the subject of continuing discussions between the City and MDOT. 

Response 7-27 

The original Build Alternative was approximately 280 feet wide and the Recommended 
Alternative, with acceleration and deceleration lanes, is approximately 245 feet.  The right-of-
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way has been reduced, yet the alternative still meets the purpose and need.  Three noise barriers 
will be provided where none currently exist today and the noise issue will be addressed during 
final design again.  The Fourth and Holden neighborhood does not have any building 
displacements as the right-of-way was preserved as much as possible.  The MDOT will pursue 
funding to provide transit service during construction to assist with mobility in the area.  Please 
see Response 7-26 for the response to the 14 items listed. 
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Letter 8: City of Ferndale 

 

 
 

8-1
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Response 8-1 
The I-94 Rehabilitation Project plans are estimated at $1.181 million and are costly due to the 
urban section, since the area is developed, and the nature of the proposed improvements.  The 
improvement includes an additional mainline lane, redesign and reconstruction of all 
interchanges east of I-96 to east of Conner Avenue, creation of continuous service drives, 
reconstruction of all bridges and cross streets, and rebuilding of all pedestrian facilities to meet 
Americans with Disabilities Act standards.  The Recommended Alternative is not anticipated to 
deter other transportation improvements or community and regional development plans and is 
consistent with SEMCOG’s transit vision for the region and I-94 is not one of the designated 
corridors. Discussions concerning the project have been ongoing among the MDOT staff, city of 
Detroit, SEMCOG, Wayne County, and other governmental agencies and community 
stakeholders.  The Recommended Alternative has been coordinated with all agencies regarding 
regional transportation planning. 

Response 8-2 
The 180-day extension was not provided, but the official comment period included 24 days 
before the public hearings and 66 days following the hearings, for a total of 90 days.  The official 
comment period met and exceeded all applicable requirements.   The I-94 Rehabilitation Project 
plans are costly due to the urban section in which it is located and the nature of the proposed 
improvements.  The improvements include an additional mainline lane in each direction, 
redesign and reconstruction of all interchanges from east of I-96 to east of Conner Avenue, 
creation of continuous service drives, reconstruction of all bridges and cross streets, and 
rebuilding of all pedestrian facilities to meet ADA standards.  The Recommended Alternative is 
not anticipated to deter other transportation improvements or community and regional 
development plans and is consistent with SEMCOG’s transit vision for the region.  This study is 
a part of the SEMCOG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan which recognizes the need for a 
multi-modal transportation plan that serves all segments of the population and economy.   

Response 8-3 
The DEIS public hearings were held March 5–6, 2001.  The official comment period included 24 
days before the public hearings and 66 days following the hearings, for a total of 90 days.  The 
official comment period met and exceeded all applicable requirements.  Other opportunities to 
comment were available through a program of public involvement activities.  An extensive 
public outreach program has been included since the project’s inception in September 1994.  As 
noted at the beginning of this chapter, over 100 meetings have occurred with the public and 
project stakeholders.  The public outreach program has included:  an Interagency Coordination 
Committee and Citizens Advisory Committee; Focus Studies; a Citizens Impact Survey; Public 
Hearings and Hearings before the City Council and Planning Commission; numerous stakeholder 
meetings; a website, project email and hotline; and a project office, among other opportunities 
for involvement. 

As described in Response 3-8, the Recommended Alternative for the corridor consists of a 
significantly narrower footprint than the DEIS Build Alternative.  The Recommended 
Alternative is not anticipated to deter other transportation improvements or community and 
regional development plans and is consistent with SEMCOG’s transit vision for the region. 
Discussions concerning the project have been ongoing among the MDOT staff, city of Detroit, 
SEMCOG, Wayne County, and other governmental agencies and community stakeholders. 
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Response 8-4 
(1) The Recommended Alternative narrows the I-94 cross-section from that of the DEIS Build 
Alternative by approximately 38 feet and reduces the project cost from approximately $1.49 
billion to $1.18 billion (in 2004 dollars).  The cost of the project is documented in Section 4.7 of 
this FEIS and is in line with similar projects of this magnitude. 

(2) The project has considered all applicable local and regional transportation plans from the 
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments. 

(3) All environmental impacts of the I-94 Rehabilitation Project are documented in this FEIS in 
accordance with the applicable State and federal laws and regulations.  As described in Section 
5.6 of this FEIS, three noise barrier locations satisfy both the cost and acoustic components of 
the MDOT’s 1996 noise abatement policy guidelines for feasibility and reasonableness and are 
proposed for the I-94 Rehabilitation Project.  Noise barrier locations are committed by the 
MDOT to be re-evaluated prior to final design.  Mitigation measures will be put in place during 
construction to address noise pollution.  SEMCOG’s regional analysis performed for the TIP 
incorporated the effects of this project and satisfied the regional requirements set forth in the 
Final Conformity Rule.  The SEMCOG conformity analysis was submitted and approved by 
USEPA.  The project is not predicted to cause or exacerbate a violation of the CO standards.  
Mitigation measures will be put in place during construction to limit project impacts on air 
quality.  The project is not expected to negatively impact water quality.  The new drainage 
system included as part of the project features inline detention and will improve the water quality 
and meter the flow.    

(4) The Recommended Alternative is expected to encourage investment in the central city by 
addressing infrastructure and capacity needs, increasing access, and improving mobility.  The 
Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis for the project is provided in FEIS Section 5.15.  
Section 5.1.4 of this FEIS provides the Environmental Justice analysis for the Recommended 
Alternative and describes expected improvements for community facilities and services, 
neighborhood cohesion, and non-motorized mobility within the corridor.  

(5) While the original construction of I-94 contributed to a physical separation of what is now the 
north and south sides of the freeway, the current I-94 Rehabilitation Project will not exacerbate 
this separation.  All expected environmental, social, and economic impacts of the project are 
documented in Chapter 5.  The I-94 Rehabilitation Project has included an extensive public 
involvement component and extensive coordination with governmental and community 
stakeholders to discuss topics such as aesthetics and development goals.  The series of Context 
Sensitive Solutions workshops held in February 2004 is an example of the efforts that have been 
underway.  A summary of the workshops is provided in Appendix G.  Refer to Chapter 8 for a 
description of the public and agency coordination.  

(6) The importance of I-94 to moving goods and commerce is documented in Chapter 2.  The 
current plan is consistent with all applicable plans related to moving goods and commerce and is 
an integral part of the State’s Long Range Plan. 

(7) The levels of service for the freeway mainline are anticipated to operate at Level of Service E 
or better for the I-94 mainline in the peak hours of the weekdays.   

Following the DEIS Public Hearing, held March 5-6, 2001, and receipt of public and agency 
comments on the DEIS, three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative were developed to 
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respond to the comments received.  All three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative scaled 
down one or more components (service drives and/or median space) of the DEIS Build 
Alternative, and combined with the DEIS Build Alternative, offered all possible combinations of 
medians with and without reserved space, and two and three lane service drives.  Adoption of the 
SEMCOG transit plan Improving Transit in Southeast Michigan: A Framework for Action, as 
mentioned above in Responses 3-6 and 3-7, reduced need to include a reserved space in the 
median.   There is no bus rapid transit or rail alternatives proposed in the SEMCOG plan in the I-
94 corridor and none were identified to attract enough riders in this FEIS analysis either.  

The Recommended Alternative for the corridor, described in FEIS Section 4.4, reduces the 
service drives to two 11-foot through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 10-foot reduction in width 
on each one-way service drive from the DEIS Build Alternative).  The Recommended 
Alternative also eliminates the reserved space in the median, reducing the median width to 
approximately 38 feet (two 14-foot shoulders and a 6- to 10-foot area for a concrete barrier).  
However, since there is still strong community support for a transit system in southeast 
Michigan, coordination with transit providers will continue to accommodate and encourage 
transit use in the future.   

(8) Comment acknowledged. 

 

. 
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Letter 9: U.S. Congressman John Conyers Jr., Detroit 

 

9-1
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Response 9-1 
Comment acknowledged.  As part of this FEIS, citizen and stakeholder group comments 
regarding the I-94 Rehabilitation Project are addressed.  Following the DEIS Public Hearing, 
held March 5-6, 2001, and receipt of public and agency comments on the DEIS, three 
modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative were developed to respond to the comments 
received.  All three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative scaled down one or more 
components (service drives and/or median space) of the DEIS Build Alternative, and combined 
with the DEIS Build Alternative, offered all possible combinations of medians with and without 
reserved space, and two and three lane service drives.  The Recommended Alternative is also 
consistent with the SEMCOG transit vision. Responses to this letter are provided by Response 9-
6 through 9-26. 

Response 9-2 
The Recommended Alternative for the corridor, described in Chapter 4, reduces the footprint of 
the project by reducing the service drives to two 11-foot through lanes with an 8-foot shoulder (a 
10-foot reduction in width on each side from the DEIS Build Alternative) and eliminating the 
reserved space in the median, reducing the median width by approximately 17 feet to 
approximately 38 feet (includes shoulders and a concrete barrier).  As described in FEIS Section 
7.1, the Recommended Alternative significantly reduces the number of residential and business 
displacements from that of the DEIS Build Alternative.  This reduction of impacts was a direct 
result of comments received through public participation activities.  All issues related to air 
quality and environmental justice are discussed in sections 5.5 and 5.1–5.2 respectively.    

SEMCOG’s regional analysis performed for the TIP incorporated the air quality effects of this 
project and satisfied the regional requirements set forth in the Final Conformity Rule.  The 
SEMCOG conformity analysis was submitted and approved to USEPA.  The project is not 
predicted to cause or exacerbate a violation of the CO standards.  Mitigation measures will be 
put in place during construction to limit project impacts on air quality.   

The I-94 Rehabilitation Project Recommended Alternative will address national, regional, and 
local mobility needs.  When compared to the DEIS Build alternative and its three modifications, 
it will have the least impact on the Environmental Justice population, displacing fewer residents 
and businesses.  The Recommended Alternative offers many advantages when compared to the 
No-Build and Enhanced No-Build Alternatives, including continuous service drives with the 
potential to connect the community, provide for development, and facilitate bus service.  The 
pedestrian-only crossings will be safer than those that exist today, since they will go over the 
continuous service drives and the I-94 freeway mainline.   

Response 9-3 
The “5 Year Road and Bridge Program, Vol. VI -2004 to 2008” does indicate that I-94 between 
Wyoming and I-696 is a capacity needed project and that the design has been deferred pending 
identification of additional funding.  In fact, all of I-94 in Michigan is in need of rehabilitation 
and modernization according to the Michigan Department of Transportation State Long Range 
Plan 2000 – 2025.  Currently, 35 percent of the miles traveled on I-94 are under congested 
conditions and that is expected to increase to 42  percent by 2025.  According to the MDOT 
Long Range Plan, all of I-94 in Michigan will need additional capacity and will require at least 
three lanes in each direction, with some urban locations needing four lanes.  The project section 
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of I-94 from I-96 to Conner Avenue has experienced some of the worst congestion, and 
combined with the age of the facility, as well as its poor condition, elevated this section to a top 
priority on I-94.   

In 2002, I-94 underwent rehabilitation between Conner Avenue and Metropolitan Parkway 
including resurfacing of the pavement and rehabilitating 51 bridges.  Any further action on this 
section is not expected for a number of years.  The need for additional capacity will be addressed 
in the future when further action is warranted, and development trends and traffic growth have 
further evolved. 

The rehabilitation of I-94 from I-96 to Conner Avenue makes full use of the existing alignment 
and right-of-way and addresses the specific problems that occur in that section.  It will not 
dictate what will happen further east or west.  Those sections will be evaluated on their own 
merits, and a suitable recommendation will be developed accordingly. The I-96-to-Conner 
section will be independently useful and will not limit future options on adjacent sections. 

Response 9-4  
Responses to the concerns raised in the attached letter are provided by Responses 9-6 through 9-
26. 

Response 9-5 
Project costs for the I-94 Rehabilitation Project are costly due to the urban section in which it is 
located and the nature of the proposed improvements.  The improvement includes an additional 
mainline lane, redesign and reconstruction of all interchanges from east of I-96 to east of Conner 
Avenue, creation of continuous service drives, reconstruction of all bridges and cross streets, and 
rebuilding of all pedestrian facilities to meet ADA standards.  The Recommended Alternative is 
not anticipated to deter other transportation improvements or community and regional 
development plans and is consistent with SEMCOG’s transit vision for the region published in 
October 2001.  I-94 was not included in the 12-corridor, 259-mile system.  The I-94 
Rehabilitation Project is a part of the SEMCOG Regional Transportation Plan which recognizes 
the need for a multi-modal transportation plan that serves all segments of the population and 
economy.   

Response 9-6 

As described in Chapter 2, the project portion of the I-94 Rehabilitation Project is a critical 
section of the National Interstate and Defense Highway System: It consists of two major 
freeway-to-freeway interchanges and five interchanges with local arterial streets in the city of 
Detroit.  I-94 is a major connector to downtown Detroit and international trade routes.  The 
project portion of I-94 was constructed in the 1940s and early 1950s and requires frequent 
maintenance due to aging pavement, bridges and other infrastructure.  The need for rehabilitation 
of the project portion is further supported by the outdated design that includes left-on and left-off 
ramps and insufficient acceleration and deceleration lanes, thereby resulting in safety and 
operational problems, and insufficient capacity to meet 2025 traffic demand projections for 
automobiles and heavy vehicle traffic.  The project currently is listed as the top priority for the 
Michigan Department of Transportation in its State Long Range Plan for 2000-2025 and is only 
one of a number of interstate improvement projects planned by the State.  The Rehabilitation of 
I-94 is consistent with SEMCOG’s transit vision for the region, provides accommodation for 
certain transit elements, and does not propose to impede the development of a mass 
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transportation system in southeast Michigan.  This project is part of a multi-modal transportation 
plan for southeast Michigan and all modes are needed to meet the transportation needs of the 
region.  The project will contribute to the vitality of the city of Detroit and Southeast Michigan.  
The Recommended Alternative is expected to encourage investment in the central city by 
addressing infrastructure and capacity needs, increasing access, and improving mobility.  I-94, 
from I-96 to Conner is a critical link for regional and international freight traffic and so 
improvements in this section will contribute to the local and regional economies.     

Response 9-7 
Rehabilitating I-94 to its original design will not correct the safety and operational problems 
caused by its outdated design, address capacity needs to meet 2025 traffic demand projects, 
separate local traffic and improve neighborhood circulation, improve non-motorized facilities, or 
improve system connectivity.  Rehabilitation of I-94 in its original design would only address 
pavement conditions and would not address safety or congestion issues. 

Response 9-8 
The posted speed limit along I-94 is 55 mph which, according to AASHTO 2001 (p. 507), is at 
the low end of acceptable posted speed for an urban freeway, which is 50 mph.  According to 
AASHTO, freeways are to have controlled access and provide high levels of safety and 
efficiency in the movement of vehicles at high speeds.  Studies have been done to set the 
different types of speed limits for facilities to promote efficiency and safety.  Higher freeway 
capacity at lower speeds is based on the premise that vehicles will travel closer together with 
reduced headways (spacing between vehicles).  Urban motorists now typically travel at higher 
speeds with reduced headway between vehicles, and this has resulted in higher theoretical 
capacity for freeways.     The Recommended Alternative design speed for the mainline is 60 
mph.  It is not acceptable practice to lower speed limits below 50 mph for an urban freeway. 

Response 9-9 
SEMCOG adopted its transit plan described in Improving Transit in Southeast Michigan, A 
Framework for Action, October 2001.  I-94 was not included in the 12-corridor, 259-mile 
system.  By including the transit plan as an illustrative element in its Regional Transportation 
Plan, SEMCOG is supporting the implementation of a transit system in Southeast Michigan.  The 
costs for implementing three commuter rail lines included in the attached letter are not realistic 
based on the experience of other cities that have implemented commuter rail.  The I-94 project 
study limits did not meet the ridership thresholds to make commuter rail an option in this 
corridor.  The SEMCOG transit action plan supported that this section of I-94 is not beneficial 
for commuter rail.  The costs quoted seem reasonable. 

Response 9-10 
SEMCOG adopted its transit plan described in Improving Transit in Southeast Michigan, A 
Framework for Action, October 2001.  I-94 was not included in the 12-corridor, 259-mile 
system.  The Recommended Alternative is not anticipated to deter other transportation 
improvements or community and regional development plans and is consistent with SEMCOG’s 
transit vision for the region.  The Recommended Alternative provides needed motorized and 
non-motorized mobility along the corridor; enhances the potential for economic developments; 
offers possible social, economic, and environmental improvements; as well as opportunity for 
increased transit service along the service drives.  It satisfies the purpose and need for the project 
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as described in Chapter 2, especially in regards to the regional, interstate, and international 
freight mobility necessary for the region’s and the nation’s economy, as well as regional 
interstate freight mobility to the civil and national defense.   

Response 9-11 
The environmental impacts of the I-94 Rehabilitation Project are documented in this FEIS in 
accordance with the applicable state and federal laws and regulations.    The human impacts have 
been reduced where possible.  There are benefits to the Recommended Alternative in terms of 
noise barriers, safer facilities to drive, and less congestion.  The number of displaced residences 
and businesses has been reduced from the DEIS, where 18 dwellings (single-family, duplexes 
and apartments) and 21 commercial, industrial or other structures are proposed to be acquired as 
compared to 34 dwellings and 23 structures, respectively in the DEIS (Section 5.1.2.1).   

Impacts to the natural environment have been reduced to the extent possible.  The Recommended 
Alternative will improve the quality of storm water leaving the roadway, will add noise 
abatement to benefit nearby residential neighborhoods, and will reduce congestion associated 
emissions from vehicles.  See FEIS Sections 5.9, 5.6, and 5.5 respectively for discussions of 
storm water, noise and air quality benefits.   No wetlands or floodplains are located in the project 
area.  No wild and scenic rivers or natural areas are located in the project area.  No long-term 
impacts to vegetation or wildlife are expected to occur.  While four threatened plant species were 
known to occur in the vicinity of the project area, a field survey did not identify any federal- or 
state-listed threatened or endangered species in the project area.  While the project will involve 
earthmoving activities to rehabilitate the existing roadway, it is expected to have only minor 
effects, if any, on the area geology.  The glacial till soils present in the project area have been 
disturbed previously, and any impacts associated with the rehabilitation of I-94 will be minor. 

The I-94 Rehabilitation Project plans are costly due to the urban section in which it is located 
and the nature of the proposed improvements.  The improvements include an additional mainline 
lane in both directions, redesign and reconstruction of interchanges from east of I-96 to east of 
Conner, creation of continuous service drives, reconstruction of all bridges and cross streets, and 
rebuilding of all pedestrian facilities to meet ADA standards.  The Recommended Alternative is 
not anticipated to deter other transportation improvements or community and regional 
development plans and is consistent with SEMCOG’s transit vision for the region published in 
October 2001.  I-94 was not included in the 12-corridor, 259-mile system.  The project may be 
one of the most expensive rebuilding projects in the state’s history, but the commercial vehicle 
(economic benefits) and personal vehicles will benefit with a safer and less congested facility. 

Response 9-12 
The Recommended Alternative, through elimination of the reserved median space and reduction 
of width along the service drives, reduces potential construction impacts and right-of-way 
acquisition from that of the DEIS Build Alternative.  The Recommended Alternative addresses 
specific and pressing needs in the section between I-96 and Conner Avenue.  The Recommended 
Alternative will not be constructed as three separate projects.  The I-94 Rehabilitation Project is 
independently useful.  Because the Recommend Alternative follows the existing alignment and 
right-of-way, it does not dictate what happens beyond its limits.  Wyoming to I-96 and Conner to 
Masonic has been rehabilitated, with resurfaced pavement and replacement or rehabilitation of 
51 bridges.  No additional capacity was included and is not deemed necessary at this time.  The 
need for additional capacity and other design features in adjacent sections will be assessed based 
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on traffic analysis performed specifically for those sections and will not be dependent on what 
happens between I-96 and Conner.  The Cumulative Effects are described in FEIS Section 5.15 
and considers only those projects currently listed in SEMCOG’s 2025 Regional Transportation 
Plan. 

Response 9-13 
This FEIS addresses the justification of the project limits as part of FEIS Section 2.3: Description 
of Project Limits.   I-96 and Conner are the logical termini for this proposed improvement due to 
the three freeway-to-freeway system connections to I-94, critical links to the local and 
international economy, failure to meet current design standards, crash rates above the statewide 
average, elevated congestion levels compared to adjacent sections, and repairs recently made to 
adjacent sections.    

Rehabilitation of I-94 between Conner Avenue and Masonic Avenue is already complete; it has 
been patched and resurfaced and 51 bridges have been replaced or rehabilitated (2002).  No 
additional capacity was included during this construction and none is planned in the near future.  
The needs of I-94 west of I-96 will be analyzed separately and will be based on needs present in 
that section.  The Recommended Alternative will not require additional capacity or other 
improvements east or west to make it useful.  Other projects, even though included in the short-
range and long-range programs and plans, will proceed on their own schedule because they are 
independent projects.   

Response 9-14 
The mainline of I-94 has additional capacity needs based on the 2025 forecasts from SEMCOG’s 
travel demand forecasting model.  The proposed two-lane service drives of the Recommended 
Alternative meet the 30-foot width recommendation of the city of Detroit Planning Commission 
(See Comment 7-15) and are consistent with what is currently in the corridor.  The service drives 
accommodate the future traffic volumes projected by SEMCOG’s 2025 travel demand 
forecasting model, which considers future land use and development.  The creation of continuous 
service drives for the length of the project improves access for neighborhoods located within the 
corridor and allows traffic, both motorized and non-motorized, to move east and west along the 
I-94 corridor without getting on the freeway.  This reduces traffic on the freeway and eliminates 
the interference caused by vehicles entering and exiting the freeway.  The service drives are also 
supported by local transit agencies.   The 55-foot reserved median space has been removed as 
part of the Recommended Alternative and the additional mainline lane in each direction of I-94 
has been retained to accommodate future traffic volumes.  

Response 9-15 
The I-94 Rehabilitation Project is a product of the regional transportation planning process 
managed by SEMCOG and the statewide transportation planning process.  It has been widely 
recognized as a pressing need and important to the economic well-being of Southeastern 
Michigan and particularly the city of Detroit.  The project will meet all applicable State and 
federal laws and requirements.  This FEIS updates the air, noise, traffic, indirect and cumulative 
effects, and environmental justice analyses for the I-94 Rehabilitation Project.  Section 7.13 of 
the FEIS details a preliminary plan for construction staging of the Recommended Alternative 
which addresses congestion management.  The Recommended Alternative is consistent with the 
SEMCOG transit vision plan. 
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Response 9-16 
This FEIS includes a refined purpose and need, and new, expanded analyses of air quality, noise, 
environmental justice, and indirect and cumulative effects to provide full detail.  The EIS process 
addressed a wide range of alternatives and the needs and benefits of this project were recognized 
as a part of the regional and statewide transportation planning processes mentioned in Response 
9-15.  This project has adhered to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) recommendations 
regarding EIS process for evaluation and selection of the Recommended Alternative.  Refer to 
figure 4-1 for the process diagram.   

Response 9-17 
A new air quality analysis meeting all applicable requirements was conducted for the 
Recommended Alternative and is discussed in Section 5.5 of this FEIS.  Background CO 
concentrations used in the DEIS were based on 1998 concentrations from the Livonia monitoring 
station. The Linwood Station readings were not available for use for the DEIS.  For this FEIS, 
the background concentrations were available and were utilized from the Linwood monitoring 
station, which is adjacent to the project corridor.  No air quality violations are expected as part of 
the project. 

Response 9-18 
Transportation projects must meet specific requirements for mobile sources.  This project 
complies with applicable State and federal air quality laws and regulations at this time.  If 
standards change, an additional analysis will be considered.  See FEIS Section 5.5. 

Response 9-19 
State and federal air quality regulations do not currently have standards in place for analyzing air 
toxics from mobile sources.     

Response 9-20 
Air pollution from construction equipment exhaust will be required by the MDOT to be limited 
by the use of filters and/or special fuels or the best practices and technology available at the time 
of construction.    

Response 9-21 
The implementation of the region's proposed transit system will not reduce traffic congestion, 
but rather will decrease the rate of congestion growth.  As population grows, the challenge exists 
to invest in clean vehicles and a multi-modal transportation network that will keep people and 
goods moving while also maintaining the region's air quality for the health of all citizens.  The 
MDOT will continue to work with transportation providers, local and regional governments, and 
other agencies to tackle this important challenge. 

The air quality standards set for mobile sources by the USEPA are based on many health-risk 
studies.  The studies are based on the at-risk population (asthmatics, children, and elderly).  The 
air quality analysis performed for I-94 indicates that the project will not violate the applicable 
standards and will conform to the State Implementation Plan that will be performed for air 
quality by SEMCOG.  Further information on air quality is contained in sections 5.5 and 7.16.  
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 Response 9-22 
Reducing the crash rates is part of the purpose and need for this project.  In order to be able to 
reduce crashes, the freeway needs to be updated geometrically with the latest standards.  
Eliminating the left-hand on- and off-ramps will assist in reducing some of the crashes and  
allow better traffic flow.  Providing acceleration and deceleration lanes also will assist in 
reducing crashes and improve traffic flow.  The Recommended Alternative also will provide 
continuous service drives, which will separate regional and local traffic.  A review of crash data 
included in Appendix B of the DEIS clearly indicates that existing crash rates between I-96 and 
east of I-75 exceed the regional average of 350 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles.  Some 
links east of I-75 to east of Conner also exceed the regional average.  In addition, crash rates 
exceed the regional average along M-10 and I-75 in the area where they interchange with I-94.  
The additional mainline lane in each direction, accompanied by the geometric updates to freeway 
elements, is intended to reduce crashes by providing better traffic flow and generally safer 
driving conditions. 

Response 9-23 
SEMCOG’s Regional Transportation Plan and the MDOT’s State Long Range Plan both clearly 
state that the project corridor is necessary to international and regional trade.  Freight traffic data 
as described in Chapter 2 suggests that the project corridor is necessary to international and 
regional trade.  Based on the 1995 traffic data, a significant portion of trucks (3–10 percent of 
total vehicular volume) utilize I-94 within the project limits.  Due to I-94’s link to international 
border crossings and the growing economy in Southeast Michigan, the volume of heavy-truck 
traffic on Southeast Michigan interstates is expected to grow at a rate three times faster than 
passenger vehicle volume.   

Response 9-24 

The environmental justice analysis provided in the DEIS has been revised, see Section 5.1.4 of 
this FEIS.  All pedestrian walkways and crossings will provide modern and safe designs 
providing pedestrians with comfortable environments and complying with the AASHTO, 
FHWA, MDOT, and Americans with Disabilities Act standards.  The project will provide new 
sidewalks, at a minimum of 6 feet wide, through the interchanges, along the service drives, and 
on all reconstructed cross streets.  Pedestrian crossing locations will receive proper pavement 
markings, signage, and signalization.  Coordination with the city of Detroit, DDOT, and the 
public has taken place regarding crossing locations and will be continued in the design phase of 
the project.  Existing pedestrian-only crossings were retained wherever possible (Brooklyn/I-94 
and Canfield/M-10 are the only removals, with Selden/M-10 being replaced with a 
pedestrian/vehicular bridge).  The Recommended Alternative offers a total of six pedestrian 
crossing opportunities along I-94 and two along M-10.   Where a pedestrian-only crossing has 
been removed, there is an alternate crossing within three blocks; for Brooklyn Street it is west at 
Trumbull Avenue or east through the M-10 interchange and for Canfield it is north at Forest 
Avenue or south at Selden Avenue.  The Recommended Alternative only removed a total of 
three pedestrian/vehicular crossings (47 existing versus 44 for the Recommended 
Alternative) within the I-94 study corridor compared to the existing conditions.  All crossings are 
accommodated within three blocks of the existing location.   
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Response 9-25 
The Recommended Alternative for the corridor eliminates the reserved median space. 

Response 9-26 
In accordance with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulation 771.129(a) Re-
evaluations, a letter was issued to FHWA in October 2004 addressing that no major changes to 
the project have taken place requiring a supplemental or new DEIS.  FHWA concurred that the 
information presented in the DEIS is still valid and there are no significant changes in the 
project, its surroundings, impacts, or issues that would warrant a Supplemental DEIS in 
November 2004.  The project currently is listed as the top priority for the Michigan Department 
of Transportation in its State Long Range Plan for 2000-2025 and is only one of a number of 
interstate improvement projects planned by the State.  The Rehabilitation of I-94 is consistent 
with SEMCOG’s transit vision for the region (I-94 was not included in the 12-corridor, 259-mile 
system), provides accommodation for certain transit elements, and does not propose to impede 
the development of a mass transportation system in southeast Michigan.  This project is part of a 
multi-modal transportation plan for southeast Michigan and all modes are needed to meet the 
transportation needs of the region.   Transit will be an important part of the Detroit transportation 
system in the future; however, transit will not replace the need for an improvement to I-94 
between I-96 and Conner Avenue to meet current transportation needs. 

As part of this FEIS, data has been updated to the year 2025 (including land use, aesthetics and 
visual resources, air quality, noise, contamination, drainage and water quality, construction 
impacts, cultural resources, indirect and cumulative effects analysis, and public involvement), 
but no significant changes to the project have occurred requiring a supplemental or new DEIS.  
The I-94 Rehabilitation Project had an extensive review with the City of Detroit and a Detroit 
City Council Resolution was passed unanimously on August 1, 2003 in support of the 
Recommended Alternative.  The updates for a 2025 analysis year, as well as the continued 
coordination, have kept the Recommended Alternative current and not requiring a supplemental 
DEIS.   
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Letter 10: Wayne County, Department of Public Services 

 

10-1
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Response 10-1 

Comment acknowledged. 
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General Summary and Response to DEIS Comments 
The distribution of the DEIS included a formal comment process in which there were two public 
hearings held at different locations and times within the project corridor and a 45-day comment 
period ending March 27, 2001.  The public hearings were held at the Charles H. Wright Museum 
of African American History and Kettering High School respectively on March 5 and 6, 2001, 
from 3:30–5:00 PM and 7:00–8:30 PM.  Individuals and organizations were invited to submit 
comments on the DEIS at the public hearings by making verbal statements to a stenographer or 
submitting a comment form, and during the DEIS comment period by submitting comments 
through mail, fax, and e-mail.   

General summaries of all comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the I-94 Rehabilitation Project and the corresponding responses are presented in this section.  In 
addition to the reviewing and governmental agencies documented in the previous section, the 
following organizations and businesses submitted comments on the DEIS:  Wayne State 
University; Arab Community Center for Economic and Social Services; Greater Downtown 
Partnership; Michigan Association of Railroad Passengers; Michigan Environmental Justice 
Coalition; New Center Council, Inc.; Transportation Riders United (TRU); University Cultural 
Center Association; Ackerman & Ackerman, P.C. (on behalf of CMC Co.); Law Offices of 
Myckowiak Associates; Railway Systems Engineering Corporation; Soave Enterprises, LLC; 
and Whiting Distribution Services, Inc. 

Table 8-3 classifies comments by the method received. 

The issues addressed in the 23 organizational comments, 182 individual comments, and 529 
postcards are summarized in Table 8-4.  The table is organized by identifying the number of 
comments received and distributing the comments by issue and type. 

The ten government agency letters, along with letters received from 13 non-governmental 
organizations (such as New Center Council, Inc.), were categorized as “organizational 
comments”. 

The remaining oral and written comments were categorized as general public comments or 
“individual comments”.  The general public comments consisted of 182 individual comments 
and 529 postcards. 
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Table 8-3: Number and Percentage of Total Comments by Method Received 

Comment Type 
Number of 
Comments 

Percent of Total 
Comments 

Reviewing Agency Comments 4 1 % 

Mailed Comments 562 77% 

Comment Box Comments 7 1% 

Faxed Comments 14 2% 

E-mailed Comments 114 15% 

Mail Addressed to the Governor and Others 9 1% 

Public Hearings 24 3% 

TOTAL COMMENTS 734 100% 

 

The comment summaries and corresponding responses presented below are a good faith attempt 
to respond to the major concerns raised regarding the DEIS.  The concerns are summarized by 
the following topics: build alternative; transit; pedestrian access/bridges; environmental justice; 
indirect (secondary) and cumulative impacts; property acquisition; cost; air quality; noise;  
drainage; historic/archeological preservation; neighborhood impacts and business impacts; 
construction impacts; visual impacts; and project scope.  Copies of the complete set of individual 
and special interest comments are contained in a separate bound Appendix J. 

Build Alternative Elements 
The majority of public comments were directed against the DEIS Build Alternative, with greater 
than half of all respondents calling for a form of mass transit.  The comments supporting the 
DEIS Build Alternative were mostly concerned with alleviating current congestion on I-94 and 
other Detroit roadways.  Other support for the DEIS Build Alternative came from citizens 
expressing relief that their homes would remain intact and would not be acquired as part of the 
right-of-way for the project.  Some of the issues raised regarding Build Alternative elements 
follow. 
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Table 8-4:  DEIS Comments Summary 

Issue  

Organizational 
Comments  

n=23 

Individual 
Comments  

n=182 
Postcards  

n=529 
Air quality 8 17 357 
Build alternative 19 151 0 
Business impact 3 0 0 
Construction impacts 5 1 0 
Cost 6 29 0 
Cumulative impacts 6 3 0 
Drainage 3 1 357 
Environmental justice 2 6 357 
Extend comment period 2 2 0 
Historic, archaeological 
preservation 

2 3 0 

Mainline lane configuration 6 10 0 
Maintenance of traffic 5 11 0 
Pedestrian access 5 2 0 
Neighborhood impacts 4 17 172 
Noise 7 14 357 
Pedestrian bridges and movement 3 4 0 
Project scope-segmented project 10 15 0 
Property acquisition 3 6 0 
Reserved median space 5 9 357 
Three-lane service drives 6 7 0 
Transit and mobility 4 97 357 
Visual impacts 5 1 0 
Total Number of Issues Raised  
in Comments 

67 198 1,243 

n= number of comments by group 
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Need for reserved median space  

The Recommended Alternative for the corridor eliminates the reserved space in the median for 
future lane expansion or transit use.  Refer to Section 4.4 of this FEIS for more information.  

Increased mainline laneage 

Current congestion and a predicted 35 percent increase in peak hour traffic by 2025 require 
additional capacity to meet current and projected demand.  An additional through traffic lane in 
each direction has been recommended to meet these needs.  This need also has been recognized 
in the SEMCOG and MDOT 2025 transportation plans. 

Need for three-lane service drives 

The Recommended Alternative reduces the width of the service drives to two 11-foot through 
lanes and an 8-foot shoulder; and as a refinement proposes a 3-lane section from M-10 to I-75 on 
the south side of I-94 to address capacity needs in the design year.  This change from the DEIS 
Build Alternative reduces impacts where three lanes are not needed and provides additional 
capacity where the additional lane is needed near Wayne State University. 

Need for expanded traffic capacity 

The MDOT considers Level of Service (LOS) A through D desirable for Michigan roadways, but 
LOS E is acceptable in urban areas such as Detroit.  I-94 currently operates at LOS E and F 
within the project limits.  As traffic volumes increase in the future, the level of service will 
become worse.  Increased congestion adversely impacts the economy of Southeast Michigan by 
increasing the cost of travel, which is a significant component of business cost.  This expense is 
closely tied to the capacity, speed, and flexibility of the transportation infrastructure. 

The analysis of future year 2025 conditions, contained in Traffic Report Volume 3: Simulation of 
Year 2025 Conditions, predicts that the No-Build Alternative will experience widespread 
congestion in both the AM and PM peak hours.  For both peak hours, several corridor segments 
are expected to operate at LOS F. 

The future year 2025 traffic analysis of the Recommended Alternative, however, showed 
significant improvements in traffic operations.  The Recommended Alternative provides for safer 
vehicular weaving, has the potential for fewer crashes due to an updated design, and a smoother 
ride.  The additional lane in each direction of the I-94 mainline addresses the capacity deficit 
experienced currently and expected under 2025 conditions.  With the improvements to the 
interchanges and the additional lane in each direction along the mainline, the level of service in 
the project area will improve and operate at LOS E or better.  

Negative environmental consequences of freeway expansion and increased traffic 

The environmental impacts of the I-94 Rehabilitation Project are documented in this FEIS in 
accordance with the applicable state and federal laws and regulations.  The Recommended 
Alternative will improve quality of storm water leaving the roadway with a new underground 
drainage system.  The system will include oil/water separators, discharge controls, inline 
detention basins, and other features that will reduce pollutants and sediments in the stormwater 
runoff. Maintenance operations such as catch basin cleaning and pavement sweeping will also 
reduce stormwater pollution.  These features will minimize the potential negative effects on 
overall water quality.  The Recommended Alternative will also add noise abatement to benefit 
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nearby residential neighborhoods and will reduce congestion associated emissions from vehicles.  
Negative consequences will be limited as quality of life improves. 

Residential street access at service drives 

Detailed discussions have taken place between the City and MDOT regarding the continuous 
service drives, and specific issues such as signalization, speed, and local street access.  Further 
coordination will occur in the design and construction phases of the project regarding residential 
access at service drives. 

Transit 
More than half of the comments received called for a form of mass transit.  The major issues 
raised in the comments are summarized below. 

Consideration of additional transit alternatives 

A frequent comment by respondents was that additional transit alternatives should have been 
considered beyond the DEIS Build Alternative. Following the DEIS Public Hearing, held March 
5–6, 2001, and the receipt of public and agency comments on the DEIS, three modifications to 
the DEIS Build Alternative were developed to respond to the major concerns identified by these 
groups.  All three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative scaled down one or more 
components (service drives and/or median space) of the DEIS Build Alternative, and combined 
with the DEIS Build Alternative, offered all possible combinations of medians with and without 
reserved space, and two- and three-lane service drives.  Concurrent with the development of the 
three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative, SEMCOG adopted Improving Transit in 
Southeast Michigan: A Framework for Action, as an illustrative element in the 2025 Regional 
Transportation Plan on Oct. 25, 2001.  The report assessed transit within the Detroit metropolitan 
area and identified a 12-corridor, 259-mile transit system within southeast Michigan.  The 
mainline of I-94 was not identified as a transit corridor for rail or high-speed buses.  

In accordance with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulation 771.129(a) Re-
evaluations, a letter was issued to FHWA in October 2004 addressing that no major changes to 
the project have taken place requiring a supplemental or new DEIS.  FHWA concurred with the 
re-evaluation letter in November 2004.  The project currently is listed as the top priority for the 
Michigan Department of Transportation in its State Long Range Plan for 2000-2025 and is only 
one of a number of interstate improvement projects planned by the State.  The Rehabilitation of 
I-94 is consistent with SEMCOG’s transit vision for the region, provides accommodation for 
certain transit elements, and does not propose to impede the development of a mass 
transportation system in southeast Michigan.  The issue of transit is regional and cannot be 
addressed by this project alone.  The Recommended Alternative for the corridor, described in 
FEIS Section 4.4, does not include a transit component such as rail or high-speed buses; the 
reserved space in the median for future transit has not received the same level of support that it 
did prior to the release of SEMCOG’s transit vision for the region.  However, there is still strong 
community support for a transit system in Southeast Michigan, and the design of the 
Recommended Alternative will accommodate bus services within the corridor.  Transportation 
measures compatible with the Recommended Alternative are described in FEIS Section 4.5.   

As part of this FEIS, data has been updated to the year 2025 (including land use, aesthetics and 
visual resources, air quality, noise, contamination, drainage and water quality, construction 
impacts, cultural resources, indirect and cumulative effects analysis, and public involvement), 
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but no significant changes to the project have occurred requiring a supplemental or new DEIS.  
The I-94 Rehabilitation Project had an extensive review with the City of Detroit and a Detroit 
City Council Resolution was passed unanimously on August 1, 2003 in support of the 
Recommended Alternative.  The updates for a 2025 analysis year, as well as the continued 
coordination, have kept the Recommended Alternative current and not requiring a supplemental 
DEIS.   

Need for mass transit or alternative means of transportation as opposed to a freeway-widening 
project 

The most widely voiced transit comment was that of the need for mass transit as opposed to a 
freeway-widening project.  As stated in Chapter 2 and Response 9-6, the project portion of the 
I-94 Rehabilitation Project is a critical section of the National Interstate and defense Highway 
System:  It consists of two major freeway-to-freeway interchanges and five interchanges with 
local arterial streets in the city of Detroit; and it is a major connector to downtown Detroit and 
international trade routes.  The project portion of I-94 was constructed in the 1940s and early 
1950s and requires frequent maintenance of the aging pavement, bridges and other infrastructure.  
The need for rehabilitation of the project portion is further supported by the outdated design that 
includes left-on and left-off ramps and insufficient acceleration and deceleration lanes, thereby 
resulting in safety and operational problems; and insufficient capacity to meet 2025 traffic 
demand projections for automobiles and heavy vehicle traffic.  The project is currently listed as 
the top priority for the Michigan Department of Transportation in its State Long Range Plan 
2000–2025; however, it is only one of a number of interstate improvement projects planned by 
the state.  The rehabilitation of I-94 is planned in accordance with SEMCOG’s transit vision for 
the region, provides accommodation for certain transit elements, and does not propose to impede 
the development of a mass transportation system in Southeast Michigan.  Southeast Michigan 
will require a multi-modal transportation system to meet its transportation needs and one modal 
improvement will not obviate the need to make other improvements.  

DEIS relation to a transit vision 

A couple agencies questioned how the project is going to be coordinated with regional plans for 
transit.  Since I-94 was not recommended as one of the 12 corridors in SEMCOG’s Improving 
Transit in Southeast Michigan: A Framework for Action, the reserved space in the median for 
future transit has not received the same level of support that it did prior to the release of this 
SEMCOG report.  As described in FEIS Section 4.5, the Recommended Alternative proposes 
improvements to the corridor that allow for transit accommodation in a manner consistent with 
applicable regional and local government plans for transit. 

Coordination with existing transit agencies and facilities 

A few comments questioned how the project was addressing public transportation and 
coordination with existing providers such as DDOT and SMART.  Coordination with transit 
agencies such as DDOT and SMART has been ongoing throughout project planning and during 
selection of the Recommended Alternative.  Both agencies have expressed support for the 
proposed design, shown interest in utilizing the continuous service drives to expand bus service 
within the corridor, and have communicated specific service-related requirements to the MDOT.  
The MDOT is committed to working with these agencies for the duration of the project and will 
continue to seek transit agency input during the design phase to ensure that their specifications 
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for enhanced transit service within the corridor are met and that any disruptions to existing 
service are minimized. 

Use of the DEIS Build Alternative reserved median space 

A number of respondents expressed concern over the use of the reserved space and that it would 
“unlikely be effective as a transit use in the future” and that it would be unattractive and require 
long crossing distances.  The Recommended Alternative for the corridor eliminates the reserved 
space in the median for future lane expansion or transit use.  Refer to FEIS Section 4.4.   

Use of the service drives to improve transit 

There were a few agency and special interest group comments expressing concern that the new 
service drives would not provide opportunity for improved transit.  The Recommended 
Alternative proposes continuous service drives on the north and south sides of the corridor for 
the entire length of the project, including the sections through the interchanges.  The service 
drives will consist of two 11-foot through lanes and an 8-foot shoulder.  The section between 
M-10 and I-75 on the south side of I-94, bordering Wayne State University, will consist of three 
through lanes to address the traffic volumes.  

DDOT and SMART have expressed interest in using the continuous service drives for expanded 
bus service along the corridor.  The Recommended Alternative provides space for service 
elements such as bus turnouts and shelter areas, and coordination with these agencies regarding 
these types of facilities will take place during the design phase of the project.  Additionally, the 
8-foot shoulder will provide opportunities for improved transit along the service drives by 
providing space for bus stops.  FEIS Section 4.5 describes some of the motorized and pedestrian 
and bicycle options compatible with the Recommended Alternative.    

Pedestrian Access/Bridges 
The comments on pedestrian access/bridges generally focused on improvements.  Some the most 
frequently raised issues are as follows. 

Pedestrian safety in the design of walkways and crossings 

Several comments focused on the need for safe design of walkways and crossings.  All 
pedestrian walkways and crossings will provide modern and safe designs complying with the 
AASHTO, FHWA, MDOT and ADA standards.  The project will provide new sidewalks, at a 
minimum of 6 feet wide, through the interchanges, along the service drives, and on all 
reconstructed bridges and cross streets.  Where vehicular and pedestrian conflicts are determined 
to be a potential problem, barriers (such as raised curbs, planter boxes, or bollards) will be used 
to prevent errant vehicles from encroaching on pedestrian areas. 

Location of pedestrian walkways to reflect patterns of use, cross-corridor access and access to 
specific corridor locations 

A few agency and special interest comments focused on this need.  The proposed reconstruction 
of I-94 will improve overall pedestrian circulation within the corridor and provide more efficient 
movement between north and south and east and west sides.  Many of the existing streets within 
the corridor do not have adequate pedestrian crossing facilities.  The project will provide new 
sidewalks, at a minimum of 6 feet wide, through the interchanges, along the service drives, and 
on all reconstructed bridges and cross streets.  Pedestrian-crossing locations will receive proper 
markings and signage, signalization, and will be able to accommodate Intelligent Transportation 
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Systems Technology.  The City has reviewed all proposed pedestrian crossings during this FEIS 
phase of this project.  Pedestrian crossings of I-94 will be accommodated with safe designs.  The 
MDOT has been working with the City and the community assessing the location and need of the 
various locations to determine if the current facilities are in the most appropriate location based 
on land uses.  Coordination with the public, agencies, and the city of Detroit, as well as 
continuation of Context Sensitive Design workshops in the design phase of the project, will help 
determine specific features at crossings.    

Elimination of pedestrian-only bridges and reduction of pedestrian crossings 

A few comments expressed concern over the removal of pedestrian bridges and reduction in 
crossings.  As stated in the previous response, significant improvements in pedestrian circulation 
are expected with the Recommended Alternative.  The existing conditions (on I-94 from I-96 to 
east of Conner Avenue, on M-10 from Milwaukee to Selden, and on I-75 from Milwaukee to 
Warren) has 37 pedestrian/vehicular crossing opportunities and ten pedestrian-only crossings.  
With the Recommended Alternative there are still 36 pedestrian/vehicular crossings and eight 
pedestrian-only crossings (six along I-94 and two along M-10).  The Recommended Alternative 
will enhance pedestrian access and connectivity with new continuous sidewalks on all the service 
drives, which parallel I-94 and go through the interchanges at M-10 and I-75.  In addition, all 
cross (local) street bridges will be built to accommodate pedestrians.  The pedestrian crossing 
locations will have new pavement markings, signage, and signalization.   The MDOT worked 
with the city of Detroit and the community to assess and determine if the current pedestrian-only 
bridges are in the appropriate location based on land uses.  Existing pedestrian-only crossings 
were retained wherever possible (Brooklyn (I-94) and Canfield (M-10) are the only removals, 
with Selden (M-10) becoming a combined pedestrian/vehicular bridge).  The Recommended 
Alternative offers a total of six pedestrian-only crossing opportunities along I-94 and two along 
M-10.   Public involvement with the community and the city of Detroit will continue through the 
design phase of this project and will be used to obtain feedback on pedestrian access within the 
corridor.  Section 5.1.2.3 of this FEIS describes the expected changes in pedestrian and bicycle 
access within the corridor.  All pedestrian facilities for the Recommended Alternative will meet 
state, federal, and ADA (American Disability Act) standards.  The Recommended Alternative 
provides similar crossing opportunities with the existing conditions (only three less) and all 
crossing opportunities are within three blocks or less of an existing facility. 

Pedestrian and bicyclist safety along the service drives   

A few comments expressed concern over unsafe conditions/bicycles along the service drives.   A 
comment for example stated that “the sidewalks, as shown in the EIS, would be virtually 
unusable because of their proximity to the service drives where traffic will be passing by at up to 
60 mph.”  All sidewalks proposed for the corridor are intended for pedestrian use and will be 
designed to accommodate safe pedestrian travel.  The 8-foot shoulder could be converted to a 
dedicated bicycle lane or used to extend the width of sidewalks beyond the current width of a 6-
foot minimum as determined by the city of Detroit.  Mitigation measures, such as separation 
barriers, will be applied in cases where elements of the roadway make pedestrian or bicycle 
travel unsafe.  Posted speed limits will be determined by the city of Detroit and will not exceed 
appropriate residential speeds.  Signalization and other traffic-calming measures also will be 
present along the service drives. 
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Pedestrian bridges and parks over freeways near the Wayne State campus 

There was some concern over the removal of pedestrian bridges near the Wayne State University 
Campus.  Wayne State University requested pedestrian parks in several crossing locations.  The 
MDOT is not intending to provide parks or land-bridges over the freeways adjacent to Wayne 
State University or in any location along the I-94 corridor.  Past experience has shown that these 
structures are far too costly and difficult to maintain.  Implementation of the Recommended 
Alternative would result in the removal of two pedestrian-only bridges, leaving six remaining 
pedestrian-only bridges.  The first is the Brooklyn Street pedestrian bridge over I-94, which is 
located between Trumbull Street and M-10.  The second is the Canfield Avenue pedestrian 
bridge, located south of I-94 and Forest Avenue (See FEIS Section 5.1.2.4).  Coordination with 
Wayne State occurred regarding the removal of these crossing locations and no reservations 
regarding these two locations were expressed.  Specific requests for pedestrian bridges will be 
coordinated during the design phase of this project. 

Environmental Justice 
Impacts on minority and low-income residents within the corridor 

Comments related to environmental justice focused on negative consequences of increased 
highway traffic on the health of residents and the community impacts to the low-income and 
minority population in the project area.   

Outreach to the community has been a significant component of the I-94 Rehabilitation Project 
since its inception.  In response to the public and agency comments received on the DEIS, and 
concerns over community impacts, three modifications to the DEIS Build Alternative were 
developed.  The MDOT’s Recommended Alternative for the corridor significantly reduces the 
impacts of the DEIS Build Alternative through the elimination of the 55 feet of reserved median 
space and the reduction of lanes on the service drives.  The estimated number of displacements 
has been reduced to approximately 42 structures from the nearly 70 structures for the DEIS Build 
Alternative.  Section 5.1.4 of this FEIS provides an updated environmental justice analysis for 
the project and describes expected improvements such as community facilities and services, 
neighborhood cohesion, and pedestrian and bicycle mobility within the corridor.  Mitigation 
addressing environmental impacts will be considered, as appropriate. 

Environmental Justice analysis methodology 

A few agencies and special interest groups felt that the environmental justice analysis was 
“flawed” and not in conformance with Federal Executive Orders.  An environmental justice 
analysis conforming to current practices and guidelines has been conducted for the 
Recommended Alternative.  Refer to Section 5.1 of this FEIS for more information. 

Indirect (Secondary) and Cumulative Impacts 
Economic impact of the project on the city of Detroit. 

A couple comments expressed concern with how the project’s economic impact on the city of 
Detroit was addressed in the DEIS and whether the project would promote urban sprawl and 
disinvestments from the central City.  Sections 5.2 and 5.15 contain updated analyses for the 
Recommended Alternative.  As described in FEIS Section 5.2, the Recommended Alternative is 
expected to contribute to the economic vitality of the City and region and is consistent with local 
and regional economic goals. 
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Creation of a barrier between New Center area and University Cultural Center  

A couple comments were concerned with the creation of neighborhood barriers as a result of the 
project and an area noted was New Center and the University Cultural Center.  The 
Recommended Alternative cross-section is significantly reduced from the width of the DEIS 
Build Alternative, due primarily to the elimination of reserved median space and two-lane 
service drives, enabling the proposed reconstruction to remain on the existing freeway alignment.  
Refer to FEIS Section 4.4.  The reduced width of the Recommended Alternative, the improved 
crossing opportunities over the I-94 freeway (through the interchanges, over 2nd Street, Cass 
Avenue, Woodward Avenue, and Brush Street), and the continuous service drives and sidewalks 
through the interchange areas are expected to maintain, if not enhance, the connection between 
New Center and the University Cultural Center.  

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts analysis methodology 

A few agencies and special interest groups felt that the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts analysis 
presented in the DEIS was inadequate and in violation of NEPA.  FEIS Section 5.15 contains an 
updated Indirect (Secondary) and Cumulative Impacts Analysis for the Recommended 
Alternative which is based on the methodology contained in the Maryland State Highway 
Administration’s Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis Guidelines for EISs and EAs.  The 
Maryland guidelines have been widely recognized as meeting all requirements.  As part of the 
preparation of this FEIS, a project-specific methodology based on Maryland guidelines was 
submitted to the regional Environmental Protection Agency office and coordination meetings 
were held to obtain approval of how the analysis would be updated for this FEIS.  The approved 
methodology is included in Section 5.15 of this FEIS.   

Property Acquisition 
Impacts to specific properties within the corridor 

A few businesses and citizens were concerned with specific impacts to their properties.  The 
businesses were concerned with how the project would impact operations.  The MDOT Real 
Estate will contact each property owner regarding the acquisition of specific properties during 
the final design stage and will follow established MDOT procedures.  It will begin with a 
preliminary interview and proceed with appraisals, negotiations, presentation of an offer, 
response by the property owner, and eventually a signed document.  All closing costs will be 
paid by the MDOT.  Payment for the required property will be received within 60 days of 
agreement.  The MDOT is required to pay fair market value, which is defined to be the highest 
price estimated in terms of money the property would bring if offered for sale in the open 
market, with a reasonable time allowed to find a buyer, buying with the knowledge of all the 
uses to which the property is adapted and for which it is being used.  Relocation advisory 
assistance will be available as necessary, and reasonable moving costs will be paid.  This process 
will begin when design has proceeded far enough to determine exact right-of-way needs.  More 
information is available from the MDOT offices.  Refer to Appendix C for the Conceptual Stage 
Relocation Plan for the Recommended Alternative. 

Costs 
High project cost and impact of spending the money here and not on public/mass transit 

A number of comments stated that the cost of the DEIS Build Alternative was too great and the 
money would be better spent on transit-related improvements.  Transit is a regional issue and the 
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need for the I-94 Rehabilitation Project still exists.  The I-94 Rehabilitation Project is not 
anticipated to deter other needed transportation improvements in the Detroit metropolitan area 
and Southeast Michigan, but addresses existing safety and capacity issues in the corridor.   

A Purpose and Need is being written and an alternatives analysis has begun to address transit 
between downtown Detroit and Metro Airport.  This corridor was one of the 12 identified in the 
SEMCOG transit plan.  Southeast Michigan needs a multi-modal transportation system to meet 
its needs, and I-94 is just one project in a program of projects needed to meet the needs of 
southeast Michigan.  Other improvements are needed on area freeways, including improvements 
to I-96 and I-75, to address future traffic volumes and safety issues.  Transit is a regional issue 
and will not be addressed as part of this project. 

Maintenance costs among alternatives 

Concern with high maintenance costs was primarily voiced by agencies and special interest 
groups.  Cost information for the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternative, and modifications is 
presented in Section 4.7 of this FEIS.  It is assumed that the No-Build Alternative will require 
frequent maintenance.  The maintenance cost of this alternative will be significant because 
replacement of all bridges and pavement that have exceeded their design life.   

The Enhanced No-Build Alternative proposes planned but limited improvements to the existing 
freeway.  As such, new bridges, pavement, and existing freeway elements will require 
maintenance; however, there will be no additional lanes to maintain.   

The Recommended Alternative provides new pavement, bridges, drainage, and additional lanes, 
which will figure into the maintenance cost of the Recommended Alternative.  The 
Recommended Alternative proposes four through lanes along the mainline of I-94 and 
continuous service drives for the length of the project.  The Recommended Alternative will not 
have the wider median to be maintained on the I-94 freeway mainline.  The Recommended 
Alternative also will have two-lane continuous service drives (with the exception of three lanes 
on the south side of I-94 between M-10 and I-75) instead of the three proposed in the DEIS Build 
Alternative.  These reductions will reduce maintenance costs.  A further factor influencing the 
maintenance cost of the Build Alternative and modifications will be the decision to include 
specific mitigation and enhancement treatments.  Specific costs to maintain mitigation and 
enhancement treatments have not been determined and will be developed with stakeholders 
through Context Sensitive Design workshops. 

Air Quality 
Air Quality analysis methodology 

The comments related to the Air Quality analysis methodology requested greater detail in the 
FEIS and voiced concern over the use of the Livonia monitor.  The updated FEIS air quality 
analysis complies with applicable state and federal laws and regulations.  The methodology is 
detailed in Section 5.5 of this FEIS.  Background CO concentrations used in the DEIS were 
based on 1998 concentrations from the Livonia monitoring station. The Linwood Station 
readings were not available for use for the DEIS.  For this FEIS, the background concentrations 
were available and were utilized from the Linwood monitoring station, which is adjacent to the 
project corridor.  No air quality violations are expected as part of the project. 
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Air pollution and health problems 

The majority of comments on air quality revolved around possible negative consequences of the 
project.  The air quality standards set for mobile sources by the USEPA are based on many 
health risk studies.  The studies are based on the at-risk population (asthmatics, children, and 
elderly).  The air quality analysis performed for I-94 indicates that the project will not violate the 
applicable standards.  The project also was found to conform with the State Implementation Plan 
for air quality by SEMCOG.  Further information on air quality is contained in Sections 5.5 and 
7.16. 

Noise 
Noise impacts 

The majority of comments on noise indicated concern over possible negative consequences of 
the project and what would be done for abatement.  Noise barriers will be provided where 
appropriate and effective consistent with the FHWA and MDOT policy.  Three barriers are 
currently proposed for the project corridor.  Refer to Section 7.6 of this FEIS for more 
information.  The final design process will re-evaluate the need for noise barriers in specific 
corridor locations.  The construction phase of the project will mitigate for noise impacts as 
described in Section 7.15 of this FEIS. 

Drainage    
Stormwater retention 

The issue of drainage was raised primarily by agencies.  Concern was with pollution from storm-
water run-off and how drainage would be incorporated in the design.  The Recommended 
Alternative for the corridor will provide a new drainage system.  Any increased run-off due to 
the additional paved areas of the Recommended Alternative will be detained on-site through in-
line detention, (surface detention will also be evaluated for areas within the interchanges), and 
metered back into the city of Detroit sewer system at a rate not to exceed the current maximum 
flow.  In-line detention or detention ponds in the interchanges will be used.  This has been 
discussed and coordinated with the city of Detroit. 

Historic Preservation    
Preservation of historic properties 

Comments related to historic preservation dealt with the documentation process, minimizing 
impacts and providing appropriate mitigation.  All impacts and measures to mitigate impacts to 
Section 4(f) properties are documented in Chapter 6.  Extensive consultation and coordination 
with local community representatives, the SHPO, and ACHP have taken place regarding impacts 
to historic properties within the corridor.  A Historic Resources Workshop for the project was 
held in November 2003 to discuss impacts to historic resources and mitigation measures with the 
community, SHPO, and city of Detroit.  The Recommended Alternative requires less right-of-
way than the DEIS Build Alternative; but it will still affect four historic resources: the 
Woodbridge Neighborhood Historic District, the I-94/M-10 interchange, the Square D/Detroit 
Fuse and Manufacturing Company Building, and the United Sound Systems Recording Studio.  

Alternate locations for the proposed action that would avoid the taking of the historic structures 
were considered and were found not practical because the project involves the reconstruction of 
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an existing roadway with minimal need for additional rights-of-way.  Other locations outside the 
immediate area would not provide necessary system connections and would require significant 
new rights-of-way.  Due to the proximity of the I-96, M-10, and I-75 interchanges, ramp 
locations are tightly controlled.  Ramp configurations that would avoid the three buildings are 
not possible without incurring other historic impacts.    

The MOA for the M-10 interchange and bridges, United Sound Systems Recording Studios, 
5287 Hecla Street, and the Square D/ Detroit Fuse and Manufacturing Company Building has 
been completed and is contained in Appendix E. 

Neighborhood and Business Impacts 
Impact on neighborhoods and businesses near I-94 

Several comments were concerned with project impacts to adjacent neighborhoods and 
businesses.  The neighborhood impacts of great concern included added health risks, in particular 
asthma, associated with pollution increases from widened and highly traveled roadways, and 
noise and disruption caused by expanded service drives.  Several letters mentioned the Fourth 
Street neighborhood as a location where the DEIS Build Alternative would cause detrimental 
impacts.  Businesses were concerned with impacts to their operations and relocation assistance.  
The MDOT will work with the neighborhoods and businesses in the corridor to minimize any 
impacts to areas that would arise from the project, support neighborhood revitalization programs 
and economic development goals, encourage neighborhood stability, improve neighborhood 
connections, and improve aesthetics.  Businesses and residents that must be relocated will 
receive assistance and will be encouraged to locate in the same area.  Improved service drives 
and sidewalks will improve circulation within the area and aid locals in going about their daily 
business.  Refer to Chapter 5 for a description of these issues.   

Construction Impacts 
Impacts on disadvantaged populations 

A few comments were concerned with adverse construction impacts on the study area population 
and the proposed mitigation for impacts.  The Recommended Alternative, with the removal of 
the 55-foot median space and reduction of width, reduces some of the potential construction 
impacts of the project.  Construction impacts to the community were addressed in Chapter 5 and 
a discussion of mitigation measures is included in Chapter 7.   

The environmental justice analysis for the project specifically focuses on the construction 
impacts to minority and low income populations.  The analysis notes that the Recommended 
Alternative provides greater benefits to the community than the No-Build Alternative, Enhanced 
No-Build Alternative, DEIS Build Alternative and other modifications.  The Recommended 
Alternative provides continuous service drives and sidewalks that aid in community connectivity, 
reduces congestion, improves safety and traffic operations, improves design, and minimizes 
displacements.  Although adverse impacts will occur during project construction, the issue exists 
in all alternatives, including the No-Build Alternative, since the freeway and bridges in the 
corridor are in poor condition and need to be rehabilitated.  Mitigation measures to address 
impacts such as air, noise, and vibration are discussed in FEIS Section 5.5-5.7.  Some of the 
mitigation measures identified how to handle the construction phasing, the need for an effective 
traffic management plan, and the building of noise barriers in the locations where the State 
criteria indicates a need.   
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Impacts on City and City services 

A few comments were concerned with construction impacts to City facilities and services and the 
duration and staging of construction.  The MDOT will make every effort to reduce the duration 
of construction and minimize disruptions.  Coordination will be ongoing with affected city of 
Detroit departments before and during the construction phases of the project.  Chapter 7 
describes the temporary impacts that can be expected as part of the project and measures to 
mitigate impacts.  The construction plans will provide more detailed information on phasing and 
measures to mitigate impacts. 

Visual Impact 
Aesthetic/functional treatments  

Several comments suggested specific treatments for the corridor, such as the use of brick 
retaining walls instead of terraced walls, or planter boxes to separate pedestrians from vehicular 
traffic.  In addition to visual impact, the desires for various treatments related to maintenance and 
safety issues were expressed.  The decision to include specific treatments will be based upon 
input received from the general public, stakeholder agencies, and the city of Detroit as well as 
the consideration of issues such as cost, maintenance, and safety.   Three workshops (refer to 
Appendix G) were held as part of the project to obtain feedback on aesthetics and treatments for 
the corridor and will continue into the design phase of the project through Context Sensitive 
Design Workshops.  FEIS Section 5.4 describes how the project intends to meet local and 
regional aesthetic goals.  

Project Scope  
Project limits 

A few comments were concerned that the limits of the project were not large enough and that the 
DEIS did not address plans for other sections of I-94.   The I-94 project limits begin just east of 
the I-94/I-96 (Jeffries Freeway) interchange and extend 6.7 miles to just east of the I-94/Conner 
Avenue interchange.  The project limits also include portions of M-10 and I-75.   The traffic 
study limits are broader than the project limits, extending along I-94 from Wyoming Avenue to 
I-696.  The traffic limits were to be of sufficient length to identify operational issues within 
corridor and test alternatives considered as part of the project.   

This FEIS addresses the justification of the project limits and rationale for project termini in  
Chapter 2, Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action.   I-96 and Conner are the logical 
termini for this proposed improvement due to the three freeway-to-freeway system connections 
to I-94, critical links to the local and international economy, failure to meet current design 
standards, crash rates above the statewide average, elevated congestion levels compared to 
adjacent sections, and repairs recently made to adjacent sections.    

Lack of transit alternatives considered 

Several comments stated that the project scope was too narrow and should have considered 
additional transit alternatives.  The alternatives considered as part of this project arose out of an 
extensive public involvement process and coordination with stakeholders, local, state, and 
federal agencies.  Alternatives considered as part of this project have included HOV lanes and a 
rail facility in the median of the freeway.  The Recommended Alternative for the corridor is 
consistent with the SEMCOG transit vision for Southeast Michigan.  The adopted SEMCOG 
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transit plan does not include the I-94 corridor as one of the 12 recommended transit corridors.  
Outside of the I-94 Rehabilitation, other transit initiatives are being pursued in Southeast 
Michigan.  One of the studies currently underway includes the Ann Arbor to Metro Airport to 
Downtown Detroit transit alternatives analysis.  Refer to Chapter 4 of this FEIS for more 
information on alternatives considered.  




